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ABSTRACT 
 
Organizational climate – briefly, the shared perceptions of a workplace – was 
originally studied as a molar concept, but this approach generally lacked focus and thus 
resulted in unmanageable measures. Organizational climate research has been subdivided 
into many areas of specific climate research focusing on particular organizational factors 
or outcomes, such as safety or customer service (Schneider, Ehrhart, & Macey, 2013). 
While the study of specific climates has been and remains worthwhile, recent literature in 
the area has called for a return to the molar or global conceptualization of organizational 
climate (Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009; Schneider et al., 2013). In an answer this call, the 
present study develops and validates a self-report measure of molar organizational 
climate, the Situational Affordances at Work Scale (SAWS). This measure is based on a 
taxonomy of Situational Affordances (Pury et al., 2014) that conceptualizes the broad 
influences on behavior in a given situation as affordances, allowing or preventing 
particular behaviors. These seven Affordances – Change (Dynamic and Static), 
Ownership (Self and Other), Valence (Approach and Avoid), Timing (Wait and Act), 
Target (Object and Person), Privacy (Keep and Share), and Consideration (Self and 
Other) – are proposed as a holistic view of high-level situational characteristics that 
influence behavior. 
In Study 1, undergraduate students with work experience (N = 217) responded to 
an initial version of SAWS. Results of this study were used to develop a preliminary 
version of SAWS. In Study 2, residents of the United States (N = 465) responded to the 
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preliminary version of SAWS and to measures of safety climate, service climate, job 
characteristics, and social desirability. Results of this study show that the relationship 
between safety climate and service climate in a cross-section of jobs and industries is 
strongly positive, r = .652. Furthermore, the two climates, in terms of molar climate, are 
largely similar. Both safety and service climates are positively related to molar climate 
Affordances for Change, Self-Ownership, Positive Valence, Acting, Focusing on both 
Persons and Objects, Sharing information, and Considering both one’s Self and Others. 
Both climates are negatively related to molar climate Affordances for not Changing, 
Other-Ownership, Negative Valence, Waiting, and Keeping information private. A few of 
these relationships with molar climate differ in magnitude across the two specific 
climates: service climate is more strongly positively related to Affordances for Self-
Ownership, Positive Valence, Sharing information, and Considering one’s Self, and more 
strongly negatively related to Affordances for not Changing, Other-Ownership, Negative 
Valence, and Waiting than is safety climate. These results suggest molar climate 
predictors where safety climate and service climate may differ in a cross-section of 
workplaces, but overall indicate that these two specific climates are more similar that 
previously hypothesized in the literature (cf. Paul, 2012). Results of this study also show 
many nontrivial relationships but statistical discrimination between SAWS and job 
characteristics, indicating that SAWS measures a construct distinct from job 
characteristics. Other measurement issues encountered using this approach to molar 
climate measurement are discussed. Results of these studies support SAWS as potentially 
useful tool in understanding the broad portrait of an organization’s climate.  
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
 
In the vein of Mischel’s (1968) observation that behaviors supposedly predicted 
by the same personality trait were correlated at values less than .30 across situations, 
research attention has been granted to the influence of situational elements on behavior. 
In many contemporary and subsequent studies of psychology now considered classic – 
such as the Stanford prison experiment (Haney, Banks, & Zimbardo, 1972) or Milgram’s 
obedience experiment (Milgram, 1963) – findings supported a significant influence of 
situations on behavior that was undeniable and, in some circumstances, alarming. Later 
studies of situational influence by Mischel and colleague Shoda found that individuals do 
have a “behavioral signature” across situations, but the influence of situations remained 
key in understanding behavioral variation (1995). Recent organizational behavior reviews 
maintain the need to understand situations, and have called for the need to describe and 
consider contextual influence (Johns, 2001), but acknowledge that no description of 
context has yet been established as a standard tool in organizational research (Johns, 
2006). 
In industrial-organizational psychology, the broadest form of contextual influence 
is conceptualized as organizational culture, or the underlying norms of a workplace 
evidenced by surface-level artifacts and behaviors, outwardly-stated values and rules for 
behavior, and shared basic assumptions (Schein, 2004). Schein, a major proponent in 
organizational culture research, holds that an organizational culture cannot truly be 
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studied without significant investment into understanding the norms of the organization 
(Schein, 2004). Though identified as an essential factor in organizational dynamics and 
influential to some degree on all individuals and behaviors within the organization, 
organizational culture research has failed to establish a single, standard model of the 
dimensions of organizational culture. One review of the organizational culture literature 
(Ostroff, Kinicki, & Tamkins, 2003) cites four culture surveys commonly used in 
research. Broadly speaking, these measures describe the norms of the organization in 
terms of typical approaches to interaction and productivity both internally and externally, 
and in terms of leadership or bureaucratic structure. Though these measures are 
acknowledged for their common use in research, no single measure is recognized as 
superior or even standard in the assessment of organizational culture. 
Organizational climate, typically defined as shared perceptions of the 
organizational environment and the organization’s rewarded, supported, and expected 
policies, practices, and procedures, is a construct analogous to organizational culture in 
its global existence across the entire workplace or workgroup, but unlike culture in 
several key ways (Rousseau, 1988). Culture provides valuable detail about the norms of 
an organization, but climate provides a manageable summary description of perceptions 
of an organization. Additionally, climate exists in all organizations and is experienced by 
all individuals in the organizational setting, neither of which is necessarily true for 
organizational culture.  
However, the organizational climate literature does share some features with that 
of organizational culture: despite maturity as an organizational science concept, climate 
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research has too fallen short of establishing a prevailing measurement of its global 
concept (Rousseau, 1988; Schneider & Reichers, 1983). In reviewing global measures of 
organizational climate, Kuenzi (2008) cites 15 measures published over the previous 17 
years. A later review of organizational climate literature cites six studies of global 
climate, and each of the six studies employ or develop different measurements of global 
organizational climate (Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009). This lack of standard measurement 
of organizational climate has roots in the difficulties of conceptualizing global or molar 
organizational climate; in particular, the selection of climate dimensions in the absence of 
a theoretical basis (Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009) has been an enduring research issue.  
Early influences on the conceptualization of organizational climate focused 
almost exclusively on leadership style and its relationships with employee job satisfaction 
and well-being (Schneider, Ehrhart, & Macey, 2011). At least two early studies in this 
area classified leadership styles based on their relative participative or authoritative style 
(Lewin, Lippitt, & White, 1939; Likert, 1961). A third early study that influenced the 
climate concept focused on the management practices which infantilized employees 
(Argyris, 1957). Therefore, early conceptualizations and measures of organizational 
climate tended to focus on individual well-being, individual job satisfaction, and 
leadership styles (Hellriegel & Slocum, 1974; Schneider et al., 2011). In a review and 
summary of the extant measures of organizational climate, Campbell, Dunnette, Lawler, 
and Weick (1970) identified four dimensions of the construct – individual autonomy, 
degree of imposed structure, reward orientation, and consideration, warmth, and support 
– which reflect the general focus of early global climate measures on individual well-
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being, job satisfaction, and leadership styles. This approach to the development of a 
global climate concept – based on the broad domains of well-being, satisfaction, and 
leadership – provided little direction to focus the dimensions of the measures being 
developed, resulting in excessive numbers of dimensions and unmanageable measures 
(Schneider, 1975). 
Following recommendations from Schneider (1975), later organizational climate 
researchers have focused instead on climates related to specific organizational outcomes 
or goals. Specific climates are also called strategic climates or “climates for” a specific 
goal or outcome (Ostroff et al., 2003; Schneider & Reichers, 1983) such as employee 
safety or quality customer service. Such focus in climate research has yielded valuable 
research for application; in a meta-analysis, Parker et al. (2003) report that perceptions of 
given categories of climate (e.g., the individual’s leader) are correlated with critical 
outcomes such as satisfaction and performance at levels ranging from 0.05 to about 0.50 
and averaging about 0.25, indicating that specific climate perceptions have nontrivial 
relationships with key workplace outcomes.  
While contemporary organizational climate research has largely focused away 
from a holistic concept, recent reviews of the organizational climate research literature 
(Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009; Schneider et al., 2013) have called for a return to the molar 
conceptualization of organizational climate. This return to the development of a molar 
measure of climate may result in additional predictive value of specific outcomes, and 
may allow for the prediction of other, more global organizational outcomes. The 
establishment of a molar climate measure may allow for the study of broad effects of 
5 
environmental characteristics on important relationships at work, including relationships 
between individual differences and critical behavioral outcomes. The present work will 
develop and test the validity of such a global climate measure. This global climate 
measure will be developed and validated with two specific organizational climates, for 
safety and for service, and with job characteristics. The present studies are designed to 
begin evaluating whether the new measure is a feasible option for the measurement of 
molar organizational climate. 
Following, specific climate literature will be reviewed, with a focus on two of the 
most commonly studied specific climates (Ostroff et al., 2003): safety and service. The 
call for unity in organizational climate research will be addressed and followed by the 
introduction of a potential solution for molar climate measurement based on a taxonomy 
of Situational Affordances (Pury et al., 2014). The final section of this introduction will 
describe the Situational Affordance dimensions and discuss the viability of this structure 
as a global measure of organizational climate. 
Specific Organizational Climates 
Specific organizational climates are similar to molar organizational climate in that 
it focuses on shared perceptions of the work environment, but it differs in its scope; 
where molar climate is the shared perceptions regarding the organization in a holistic 
sense, specific climates refer to shared perceptions regarding specific goals or outcomes 
important to the organization. The literature is filled with a variety of specific climates, 
including, but certainly not limited to, climates for innovation, diversity, emotions, 
justice, ethics, learning, involvement, initiative, risk-taking, and many others. The 
6 
specific climate literature includes a variety of significant predictive findings between 
specific climates and related specific outcomes; for example, innovation climate has been 
linked to creativity (Pirola-Merlo & Mann, 2004). 
Large portions of the specific climate research literature have focused on the 
specific climates regarding safety and service (Ostroff et al., 2003). Because so much 
literature has been produced on safety and service climates, the present study will begin 
its molar climate conceptualization effort using comparisons to these two climates. 
However, many other specific climates have also contributed to the specific climate 
literature, and these other specific climates should be investigated in future molar climate 
research. 
Safety Climate 
Safety climate has been identified as an important component of safe work 
environments (Kath, Marks, & Ranney, 2010). Maintaining a suitable safety climate 
requires consistent employee encouragement to carry out a job safely from management, 
coworkers, and the job itself (Kath et al., 2010). The safety climate literature has 
employed the additional qualifier “positive” to indicate that a safety climate that is truly 
promoting safety, compared to any less positive or “negative” safety climate, which may 
ineffectively promote safe performance of the job or simply hold safety to a lower 
priority. Positive safety climate has been shown to motivate safety performance (Neal & 
Griffin, 2006). For organizations, positive safety climate holds palpable value for its 
relationship with lower accident and injury rates (Clarke, 2006) and higher accident 
reporting rates (Probst, Brubaker, & Barsotti, 2008). 
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There are two important notes with regard to the construct of safety climate. First, 
negative safety climate is not necessarily synonymous with danger. Rather, less positive 
safety climates may be simply inconsistent in the promotion of safety (Probst & Estrada, 
2010), hold safety to a lower priority level (Clarke, 2010), or strive for efficiency rather 
than safety (Sauter, Hurrel, Fox, Tetrick, & Barling, 1999). None of these definitions, 
however, specify that a less positive safety climate promotes dangerous job performance 
or other undesirable practices. Second, there is a distinction to be made between safety 
and health promotion in the workplace. Safety promotion focuses on the safe 
performance of the job (e.g., requiring employees to wear a hardhat), whereas health 
promotion focuses on healthy habits and behaviors that often extend beyond job 
performance (e.g., encouraging employees to exercise at the company gym). These two 
discernments – that less positive safety climate does not imply a climate for danger, and 
that safety climate is not synonymous with health climate – are important in interpreting 
results when comparing safety climate to a more molar organizational climate measure. 
Service Climate 
Service climate, conceptualized as the shared perceptions of employees regarding 
customer service, is another specific climate that is valuable for organizations, as it is has 
been linked to both employee and customer retention (Schneider, 1980). Service climate 
can also be further qualified as “positive” when there is a focus on delivering excellent 
customer service (Salvaggio et al., 2007; Schneider, Macey, & Young, 2006). A positive 
service climate has been demonstrated as a key correlate for employee satisfaction and 
retention (Schneider, 1980). Inconsistent employee perceptions of service climate in a 
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workplace – where service climate is weaker – predict lower profitability (Sowinski, 
Fortmann, & Lezotte, 2008). In addition to internal influence on employees and profits, 
parties outside of the organization – clients and customers – are also impacted by an 
organization’s service climate. Positive service climate experiences for customers lead to 
several benefits for organizations, including retention of customers and perceptions of the 
organization’s goodwill (Schneider, 1980).  
While research maintains that service climate is related positively to customer 
satisfaction (Mayer, Ehrhart, & Schneider, 2009; Schneider, Salvaggio, & Subirats, 
2002), some research has indicated that service quality should be exceptional: one finding 
indicated that highly satisfied customers were six times more likely to remain loyal than 
just satisfied customers (T. O. Jones & Sasser, 1995). In examining the behaviors that 
lead to high levels of satisfaction, some research has supported a link between 
organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs) or discretionary behaviors (MacKenzie, 
Podsakoff, & Ahearne, 1998) and service quality (Morrison, 1996). These extra-role 
behaviors by employees have been identified as a significant predictor of service quality 
(Bell & Menguc, 2002). Research linking OCBs and service quality indicate that strong 
positive service climate is linked to work behaviors above and beyond customer 
expectations. 
The Comparison of Safety and Service Climates  
Safety and service climates are each important in a variety of jobs, and both of 
these two specific climates may be important in a subset of jobs. For example, safety 
climate may be critical in jobs where the safety of either the employee or another person 
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is routinely threatened in the course of the job (e.g., rescue divers, EMTs), or in jobs 
where employees work with dangerous equipment (e.g., manufacturing). Service climate, 
on the other hand, may be key in jobs that are in many ways very different from jobs 
where safety climate is important. For example, in jobs where the work is dependent 
upon the customer (e.g., technical support, call centers) or where customer satisfaction 
(e.g., sales) is key, service climate is likely to have a critical influence.  
Still other jobs may focus on both safety and customer service; for example, in the 
health care industry, employees must prioritize both safety and customer service. For 
example, nurses must balance safety of the patient with the act of serving each patient’s 
needs. Similarly, in the food service industry, customer service is expected in addition to 
basic, safe food preparation and serving procedures. In these jobs, there is likely some 
crucial balance between safety and service. In such jobs, this balance may be reflected in 
decisions to satisfy one need at the cost of the other; for example, a nurse administering a 
shot may be acting with the safety of the patient in mind, but this act may at least 
temporarily be perceived as a disservice by the patient. Alternatively, this balance may be 
reflected in the need to simultaneously maintain high levels of both safety and customer 
service, as in the safe preparation of a meal to a happily served customer.  
As in the last examples, where safety and service must be balanced in a single job, 
Paul (2012) characterized the coexistence of these two specific climates in a single job as 
a competition. Theoretically, these two climates are discussed as two that might compete 
for employees’ resources and attention. Conceptually, these two climates were described 
by Paul in terms of the Competing Values Framework (CVF; Quinn & Cameron, 1988; 
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Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1981). According to the CVF, which classifies according to a 
dimension of flexibility (rigid or flexible) and a dimension of focus (internal or external), 
safety climate was characterized as internally focused and rigid, and service climate was 
described as the opposite – externally focused and flexible. According to this 
classification, these two climates should enact conflicting demands for employee 
behaviors, and are therefore hypothesized to be negatively related.  
Although the concept of multiple climates coexisting in a single workplace has 
been discussed in the research literature (Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009; Ostroff et al., 2003; 
Schulte, Ostroff, Shmulyian, & Kinicki, 2009), Paul’s (2012) meta-analysis – which 
intended to test the competitive nature of safety climate and service climate – found that 
there was only one published study that measured both of these specific climates (Veld, 
Paauwe, & Boselie, 2010). Furthermore, this single study found a moderately strong 
positive relationship between these two climates, r = .46. Therefore, there are not yet 
conclusive results to support the theorized competitive nature of safety climate and 
service climate. The current study will provide one of the first empirical comparisons 
between the nature of safety and service climates. This study will examine this 
relationship in a cross-section of jobs, which may enhance the generalizability of the 
observed relationship between these two climates. To further compare safety and service 
climate, the current study will return to a molar conceptualization of climate and compare 
the two specific climates according to that molar framework. 
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Call for Unity in Climate Research 
In a review of the state of culture and climate research literature, Ostroff et al. 
(2003, p. 656) expressed that “the work on climate ‘fors’ has tended to examine one 
climate ‘for’ at a time,” indicating a dissatisfaction with the tendency for any given 
specific climate research to be fragmented and disintegrated from other specific climate 
research. At present, some authors in the climate literature are calling for a return to a 
molar, unified measure and study of climate (Schneider et al., 2013) to unify the “shards” 
of specific climate research (Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009, p. 637). Other authors of 
organizational climate research have also called for a standard measure or accepted 
model of molar organizational climate (Parker et al., 2003). 
A molar measure of organizational climate could provide a holistic view of the 
work environment of a given job, and allow for comparison at higher levels – perhaps 
between different jobs, workplaces, or industries – or at lower levels – between multiple 
specific climates in a given workplace. The present study will follow the latter 
application and compare multiple specific climates as perceived by individuals working 
in many different jobs and organizations. Within a single organization, a molar 
conceptualization of climate could allow the comparison of specific climates and the 
evaluation of potential tradeoffs between different organizational goals (e.g., safety vs. 
service). Additionally, the use of a molar conceptualization of climate could provide a 
more general set of guidelines for organizational practice and problem-solving; the molar 
conceptualization may be applicable to most organizations, so the recommendations 
based on such a climate measure could be relevant and applied to a wide range of 
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organizations. For example, a molar measurement could also potentially be used to 
identify problem areas, such as broad characteristics of a molar climate that do not 
support safety climate.  
Molar Climate Measurement Issues 
However, some limitations in attempts at a global conceptualization of climate 
have been identified. A key critique of the global conceptualization of climate is the lack 
of a strong theoretical base for deriving the key dimensions of an organizational climate 
(Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009). In one answer to this critique, a typology of organizational 
climates was developed based on the Competing Values Framework (CVF; Quinn & 
Cameron, 1988; Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1981). This typology described organizational 
climates based on CVF’s two organizational description dimensions of flexibility, where 
organizational descriptions range from flexible to rigid, and focus, where organizational 
descriptions range from internal to external (Kuenzi, 2008). CVF is frequently used in the 
measurement of organizational cultures (Ostroff et al., 2003), and has been used to 
classify and modify organizational cultures (Cameron & Quinn, 2005), so Kuenzi’s 
taxonomy can be seen as a logical extension of this idea to the climate domain. 
Additionally, a recommendation from organizational climate research posits that a value-
based framework for climate may be a useful tool (Parker et al., 2003) in studying work 
environment interactions with individual’s values, needs, and related outcomes like 
motivation and performance (Dawis & Lofquist, 1984).  
While more recent taxonomies of climate focus on values and needs (Kuenzi, 
2008), other taxonomies have used different models to identify dimensions of molar 
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organizational climate. In a meta-analytic review of the existing variety of psychological 
climate models, Parker et al. (2003) evaluated three models of psychological climate 
based on coverage of the climate domain, ability to clearly classify other dimensions 
according to the model, application to individual perception, and construct validity 
evidence in subsequent research. The first model considered was based on goal emphasis 
and support (Kopelman, Brief, & Guzzo, 1990), and this model was judged to have 
inadequate coverage of the climate domain. A second model differentiating between 
affective, cognitive, and instrumental climate dimension categories (Ostroff, 1993) was 
judged to be ambiguous as an organizing framework for other climate measure 
dimensions. A final model using situational characteristics as referents (A. P. Jones & 
James, 1979) was selected by Parker et al. for its direct application to individual 
perception, as psychological climate – organizational climate measured at the individual 
level – results from the development of individual cognitive representations of the work 
environment.  
As Parker et al. (2003) state, this last approach is sensible, objective, and 
comprehensive. The present study will also follow this best practice, and approach the 
measurement of psychological climate using situational referents – specifically, as 
Situational Affordances as described by Pury et al. (2014). Where Jones and James 
identified five domains of work-based situational referents, the taxonomy of Situational 
Affordances was developed as a molar description of high-level characteristics of 
situations in general  (including non-work situations). The taxonomy of Situational 
Affordances may thus provide a suitable – according to Parker et al.’s decision – 
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situational referent approach to the development of a molar organizational climate 
measure.  
Additional important critiques of the molar approach to climate, as mentioned 
previously, are the excessive inclusion of dimensions and a resulting unmanageable 
number of facets (Schneider, 1975). Any amorphous, extensive molar climate 
measurements are likely to have modest relationships, at best, with specific outcomes. 
The present study will provide a molar climate measure intended to be sufficient for a 
holistic work environment description, but the new measure is not intended be an 
exhaustive checklist of environmental dimensions at work. While this may limit the 
potential for detail in measurement, it will allow for the description of a workplace in a 
way that is practical for both comprehension and application, thereby addressing the 
second critique described above. Much like the Big Five theory of personality (McCrae & 
Costa, 1999) umbrellas an array of individual differences into an manageable number of 
factors, the present study will provide a measure of work environments that is at once 
comprehensive and manageable. 
A Taxonomy of Situational Affordances 
Modern psychologists generally agree that personality traits interact with 
situational characteristics to elicit behaviors. This interaction can be expressed using 
Lewin’s (1936) field theory equation, that behavior (B) is a function of the person (P) and 
the situation (S), or B=f(P, S). While there are several widely accepted models of 
personality that satisfy measurement of the P variable, little is known or agreed upon 
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with regard to taxonomies of situational characteristics. That is, the S variable remains to 
be solved.  
To address this need, Pury et al. (2014) derived a seven-dimensional taxonomy of 
Situational Affordances, or those characteristics of a situation that may directly influence 
behavior by allowing (i.e., affording) or preventing (i.e., not affording) a certain behavior 
(Gibson, 1977). Using similarity ratings of verbs, this taxonomy was developed using a 
lexical hypothesis (Galton, 1949; Goldberg, 1990) approach, which posts that all 
potentially important situational descriptions would be encoded into language. The 
lexical markers (i.e., corresponding verbs) of the seven Situational Affordance 
dimensions have demonstrated utility in describing important differences in a wide range 
of work-related contexts, including nurses’ best and worst weekly events (Pury et al., 
2014), experiences of spouses of deployed military personnel (Brawley & Pury, 2013), 
and injuries to football players (Miller, Brawley, & Pury, 2013).  
Pury et al.’s seven Situational Affordance dimensions are Change, Ownership, 
Valence, Timing, Target, Privacy, and Consideration (2014). Some key questions 
addressed by and examples of the dimensions are described in Table 1.1, and detailed 
descriptions of each dimension and its two ends are provided next. The present study will 
use this taxonomy’s framework to develop a measure of molar organizational climate, the 
Situational Affordances at Work Scale (SAWS). 
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Change 
The first Situational Affordance dimension, Change, is the degree to which the 
situation is fluctuating, which may be Static, where there is little fluctuation in the 
situation, and/or Dynamic, where there is a lot of fluctuation in the situation.  
Ownership 
The second Situational Affordance dimension, Ownership, is the individual’s 
relative control over or responsibility in of the situation, which may be Ownership by Me 
(the individual) being in charge and/or Ownership by Someone Else holding the power 
and responsibility. Additionally, this dimension incorporates the concept of actual 
ownership as it pertains to any key items or knowledge in a situation. 
Valence 
The third Situational Affordance dimension is the familiar psychological concept 
of Valence, which may be Approach, or positive valence, and/or Avoid, or negative 
valence. This dimension also encompasses the idea of goal achievement, which may be 
supported and satisfied or unsupported and unsatisfied in a situation. 
Timing 
The fourth Situational Affordance dimension is Timing, or the immediacy with 
which a person is acting. This dimension can be Wait, where there is little or no activity 
occurring, and/or Act, where the activity is immediate or ongoing. This dimension 
focuses on activity level, and is distinct from the dimension of Change, which specifies a 
degree of fluctuation.  
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Target 
The fifth Situational Affordance dimension is Target, which specifies the focus of 
a situation as an Object and/or a Person. However, the dimension does not simply group 
persons or objects nominally; the situation may be evaluated based on the treatment of a 
given object, which may in some situations be personified or cared deeply for, or the 
treatment of a given person, who may in some situations be dehumanized or treated as an 
object. It should be noted that treating a person as an object is not necessarily 
inappropriate; for example, in treating cancer patients, caretakers must remain detached 
enough to function and treat the patients effectively (Himmelsbach, 1978; Lief & Fox, 
1963). Additionally, in situations where both Person and Object are involved, one may be 
given stronger attention.  
Privacy 
The sixth Situational Affordance dimension is Privacy, or the degree to which a 
situation involves publicizing or privatizing information or articles. The dimension end 
Share describes situations where information or items are being readily exchanged or 
demonstrated. The other dimension end, Keep, describes situations where information or 
items are being kept secret or to one’s self.  
Consideration  
The seventh and final Situational Affordance dimension is Consideration, which 
specifies whether a person is considering the Self and/or Others in a given situation. This 
dimension is not intended as a description of selfishness; certain situations inherently 
require a focus on the self (e.g., grooming).  
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Discriminant Validity of the Situational Affordances at Work Scale (SAWS) 
Objective job characteristics were proposed by Hackman and Oldham (1976) as 
predictors of motivation to perform on the job. The job characteristics from this model 
include skill variety (the job requires different activities, skills, and talents), task identity 
(the job requires completing a “whole” piece of work with a visible outcome), task 
significance (the job has an impact on other people), autonomy (the job provides 
independence and discretion to the employee), feedback from the job itself and from 
agents (the job or agents of the organization provide the employee with information about 
his or her effectiveness, and dealing with others (the job requires working closely with 
other people).           
 Logically, it appears that job characteristics may overlap with Situational 
Affordances as descriptors of work-related characteristics, both of which may influence 
behavior. As mentioned previously, job characteristics were proposed by Hackman and 
Oldham (1976) as predictors of motivation to perform on the job. Situational affordances, 
by definition, are perceived possible actions (Gibson, 1977; Norman, 2004) in a given 
situation, so Situational Affordances may also affect motivation to perform work 
behaviors. However, the present study presents the Situational Affordances as a proposed 
measure of organizational climate, and therefore as a distinct construct from the objective 
characteristics of a job. Therefore, the two constructs should vary independently. To 
evaluate this claim, the statistical discrimination between job characteristics and 
situational affordances will be examined. 
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The Present Studies 
Through the development of a standard measure of environmental dimensions at 
work, the current study will allow for expanded utility of the taxonomy in a larger variety 
of work environments. Ultimately, the present work will satisfy the need to develop and 
employ a molar conceptualization of organizational climate. The theoretical basis of the 
taxonomy – the lexical hypothesis, which was also the theoretical basis in the 
development of the Big Five – fulfills the needed theoretical basis (Kuenzi & Schminke, 
2009) to begin developing a measure of organizational climate. The present approach will 
also carry the advantages of the classic situational referent approach of organizational 
climate measurement; it will allow for the reporting of cognitive representations of the 
work environment in a way that is sensible, objective, and comprehensive (Parker et al., 
2003). Finally, the present approach provides a summary perception of organizational 
climate through the use of a manageable number of dimensions, and refrains from the 
excessive inclusion of other possible descriptors of the work environment (Schneider, 
1975). 
The present studies are designed to develop a new molar measure of 
organizational climate, the Situational Affordances at Work Scale (SAWS) and begin 
building its nomological network. Study 1 will develop a preliminary version of SAWS. 
Study 2 will further refine SAWS and investigate the relationships between the 
dimensions of SAWS and the two specific climates of safety and service, as well with job 
characteristics. 
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CHAPTER II 
STUDY 1 
 
Study 1 developed a new measure of molar organizational climate based on the 
taxonomy of Situational Affordances (Pury et al., 2014), the Situational Affordances at 
Work Scale (SAWS). The hypothesized structure of SAWS is provided in Figure 1. The 
structure of the measure reflects the seven dimensions of the taxonomy, each with two 
dimension ends; therefore, there are fourteen hypothesized predictors describing 
covariance in responses to the items.1 
Method 
Participants 
Currently- or recently-employed undergraduate students (N = 217) from a mid-
sized Southeastern university completed a survey online for course or extra credit. 
Participants were required to be either currently employed (n = 85; average tenure = 
14.31 months, SD = 14.68; average hours worked per week = 15.62, SD = 9.03) or have 
been employed within the past year (n = 132; average tenure = 14.73 months, SD = 
15.28; average hours worked per week = 25.47, SD = 12.02; average time elapsed since 
employment = 6.06 months, SD = 2.51). The maximum allowable time elapsed since 
employment was set at one year to increase the likelihood that participants were 
accurately reporting their work environment perceptions from memory. Overall, 
participants had a mean age of 19.20 years (SD = 1.28), worked 21.61 hours per week 
(SD = 11.94), and had a job tenure of 14.57 months (SD = 15.02) or 1.21 years (SD = 
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1.25). The sample was primarily female (72.81%) and Caucasian (83.87%). A majority of 
participants reported working in service industry jobs (e.g., 25.35% food preparation and 
service, 14.29% sales and retail), but this sample is not considered skewed given the 
modern prevalence of service industry jobs. Complete demographics of this sample are 
provided in Table 2.1. 
Measures 
Participants completed all measures at one time in an online survey hosted on 
SurveyMonkey. 
Demographics. Participants answered individual and work-based demographic 
questions (e.g., average number of hours worked in a week). All demographic questions 
are provided in Appendix A. 
Situational Affordances at Work Scale (SAWS). Ten potential items were 
developed for each dimension end or predictor, for a total of 140 items. Items were 
developed by the author of the present thesis and the first author of the taxonomy of 
Situational Affordances and were based on the definition of each dimension and 
additional understanding of the dimensions derived from subsequent studies. Participants 
responded to the complete set of 140 items developed for potential inclusion in this scale. 
Responses were assessed using a five-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (My 
work environment is characterized not at all as/by…) to 5 (My work environment is 
characterized very much as/by…). One sample item, developed to measure the dimension 
end Dynamic of the dimension Change, is Fluctuating a lot.  
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Results and Discussion 
Initial assessment of the measurement model fit to all 140 items was poor, likely 
indicating that many items were not reliable and unidimensional, χ2(8368) = 17421.11, 
CFI = .415, RMSEA = .071, 90% CI[.069, .072]. To identify unreliable items, estimates 
of Cronbach’s alpha at the item level were used. Thirty-two items with low reliability 
(i.e., α ≤ .06, or loading on multiple predictors, with standardized loadings all ≤ .325) 
were identified and removed from the measurement model. With these changes, model fit 
improved, χ2(5304) = 6806.86, CFI = .882, RMSEA = .036, 90% CI[.033, 0.39]. To 
identify and assess the unidimensionality of the remaining items, additional parameters 
were added to the measurement model based on results of the Lagrange Multiplier (LM) 
test. This process of identifying and adding parameters to the model was repeated until 
acceptable levels of fit were achieved (i.e., CFI ≥ .90) and loadings could further and 
reliably be assessed. 
Based on distributions of the indices of dimensionality of the items (i.e., cross-
loadings and shared error covariances), paradigms for elimination were established. For 
each criterion, these paradigms reflect conservative cutoffs that eliminate only the most 
outlying cases. Four items that strongly cross-loaded onto other predictors (standardized 
loadings ≥ .60) and six items shared error covariance with other items (r ≥ .525) were 
removed from the measurement model. In total, 42 items were eliminated from the 
measurement model, and the model thus reached acceptable fit, Satorra-Bentler2 χ2(4346) 
= 5019.82, p < .001, CFI = .923, RMSEA = .027, 90% CI[.023, .030].  
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Of the remaining 98 items, the top four items were chosen for each predictor. 
These selections were based on a combined evaluation of the magnitude of the item 
loading on the intended predictor, the number and magnitude of error covariances with 
other items, and number and magnitude of cross-loading(s) of the item onto other 
predictors. Only two final items were chosen for Valence – Approach, three final items 
were each chosen for Valence – Avoid and Consideration – Self, and no final items were 
chosen for Target – Person. The fit of this final model to the data was acceptable, Satorra-
Bentler χ2(1002) = 1234.12, CFI = .924, RMSEA = .033, 90% CI[.026, .039]. 
For predictors where fewer than four final items were chosen, additional items 
were retained pro tem, to ensure that support for their removal could be replicated. Strong 
cross-loading was observed with all Target – Person items on the Consideration – Others 
predictor. Four Target – Person items were selected and revised to potentially 
differentiate between the two concepts. These items, along with the Target – Person 
predictor, may be eliminated if the same cross-loading pattern is observed in Study 2. 
Two other items were revised to potentially resolve strong error covariance, social 
desirability issues, and clarification. The items in Table 2.2, along with additional 
retained and revised items, comprise a preliminary version of the new molar climate 
measure, SAWS. This measure is used in Study 2 to test convergent and discriminant 
construct validity. 
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CHAPTER III 
STUDY 2 
 
Study 2 compares the newly developed measure of molar organizational climate, 
SAWS, to the two specific organizational climates of safety and service and to job 
characteristics. This study is designed to potentially provide a broader view of the two 
specific climates, allow the comparison of characteristics of the two specific climates in 
terms of molar climate, and establish beginning validation for the new scale as a tool for 
molar climate measurement. 
Hypotheses 
The taxonomy of Situational Affordances was developed to be a high-level 
description of all situations, and allows, at least broadly, for the description of any 
context. Therefore, SAWS should measure the complete work environment, or molar 
climate, and this molar climate measure should in turn share variance with the specific 
climates of safety and service. 
 Hypothesis 1: SAWS will explain significant variance in the specific 
organizational climate of safety. 
Hypothesis 2: SAWS will explain significant variance in the specific 
organizational climate of service. 
Specific hypotheses regarding relationships between each predictor of SAWS 
with each of the two specific climates are summarized in Table 3.1. All hypotheses are 
derived from previous research describing qualities of safety climates (Bell & Menguc, 
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2002; Sorensen, 2002; Vredenburgh, 2002) and service climates (Parasuraman, Zeithaml, 
& Berry, 1985; Schneider, Holcombe, & White, 1997). For all dimensions of SAWS 
except for Privacy and Target, the relationships with each pair of predictors with the two 
specific climates are predicted to be dissimilar (e.g., for the dimension of Valence, safety 
climate is predicted to be positively related to Affordances for Avoid and negatively to 
Affordance for Approach; however, for the same dimension, service climate is predicted 
to be positively related to Affordances for Approach and negatively to Affordances for 
Avoid). Previous research supports this idea that safety climate and service climate are 
often competing, or differ on key values and descriptions (Paul, 2012). The dimensions of 
Privacy and Target are the only dimensions where the two specific climates are predicted 
to be similar (e.g., safety and service climates are both more about Sharing than 
Keeping). Next, hypotheses are discussed in detail per dimension. 
Hypotheses for the Dimension of Change 
For the dimension of Change, the positive climates for the two specific climates 
are predicted to be dissimilar, such that a positive safety climate is predicted to be more 
Static than Dynamic, while a positive service climate is predicted to be more Dynamic 
than Static.  
Research describing “state-of-the-art” safety practices indicates that control of the 
environment and a stable workforce are associated with safety (Sorensen, 2002). 
Therefore, it is hypothesized that safer working environments – those workplaces with 
more positive safety climates – are more consistent, or Static, with controlled 
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environment and stable employment, than they are Dynamic, perhaps in response to 
crises or critical situations.  
Hypothesis 1a: For the Situational Affordance dimension of Change, positive 
safety climates will be positively related to Affordances for Static and negatively related 
to Affordances for Dynamic. 
Service climate, on the other hand, is predicted to be more dependent upon variety 
resulting from the customer and his or her demands upon employees. Previous research 
has found that employees must continuously adapt to customer variability in order to 
provide quality customer service (Schneider et al., 1997). Therefore, climates that 
promote quality of customer service – those workplaces with more positive service 
climates – are more various, or Dynamic, in employee behaviors’ contingency upon 
customer wants and needs, than they are Static, perhaps through continuously providing 
the same products or services to customers.  
Hypothesis 2a: For the Situational Affordance dimension of Change, positive 
service climates will be positively related to Affordances for Dynamic and negatively 
related to Affordances for Static. 
Hypotheses for the Dimension of Ownership 
For the dimension of Ownership, the positive and negative climates for the two 
specific climates are predicted to be dissimilar, such that a positive safety climate is 
predicted to be more Me than Someone Else, while a positive service climate is predicted 
to be more Someone Else than Me.  
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It is hypothesized that safer working environments – those workplaces with more 
positive safety climates – are more dependent upon individual worker knowledge and 
engagement, or Me, in safety practices, than they are Someone Else, in response to 
management or organizational orders for safety engagement. Several points from the 
literature support this hypothesis; employee empowerment is considered key as it allows 
employee to behave in a safety-conscious manner (Turner, 1991; Vredenburgh, 2002), 
and participation is noted as important in the success of safety intervention programs 
(Garrett & Perry, 1996; Vredenburgh, 2002). Because the employee should be 
empowered and participative when safety climate is very positive, the employee should 
report that he or she is the owner of work situations, not Someone Else. 
Hypothesis 1b: For the Situational Affordance dimension of Ownership, positive 
safety climates will be positive related to Affordances for Me in control and negatively 
related to Affordances for Someone Else in control.  
On the other hand, it is hypothesized that climates promoting quality of customer 
service – those workplaces with more positive service climates – are more dependent on 
the ownership of the customer, or Someone Else, than on the worker, or Me. As noted in 
the literature, the services of an organization must be provided when the customer wants 
them, and measures of service quality often focus on whether an employee has met the 
expectations of the customer (Schneider et al., 1997). Therefore, employees working in 
positive service climates should report that the ownership of his or her work situation is 
generally Someone Else: the customer. 
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Hypothesis 2b: For the Situational Affordance dimension of Ownership, positive 
service climates will be positively related to Affordances for Someone Else in control and 
negatively related to Affordances for Me in control. 
Hypotheses for the Dimension of Valence 
For the dimension of Valence, the positive and negative climates for the two 
specific climates are predicted to be dissimilar, such that a positive safety climate is 
predicted to be more Avoid than Approach, while a positive service climate is predicted 
to be more Approach than Avoid.  
In safer working environments – those workplaces with positive safety climates – 
it is predicted that many behaviors have an avoidance focus to prevent the occurrence of 
unsafe work behaviors or dangerous incidents. It is important to remember that the 
present study distinguishes between workplace safety behaviors and workplace health 
behaviors, as many health behaviors in the workplace (e.g., a workplace fitness program) 
would have an approach focus, in the promotion of healthy behaviors. Literature in the 
area posits that personal caution is valued more than taking risks (Sorensen, 2002), or 
workers are expected to Avoid risks, in positive safety climates. Additional research on 
regulatory focus (Higgins, 1998) posits that a prevention focus – analogous to the present 
dimension end of Avoid – is more strongly related to safety performance that promotion 
focus (Wallace & Chen, 2006) or, here, the dimension end of Approach. Therefore, safety 
performance should be more strongly associated with Avoid than with Approach. 
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Hypothesis 1c: For the Situational Affordance dimension of Valence, positive 
safety climates will be positively related to Affordances for Avoid and negatively related 
to Affordances for Approach.  
In workplaces where customer service quality is emphasized – environments with 
positive service climates – it is predicted that behaviors will have an approach focus, as 
workers are expected to and rewarded, for example, for going the “extra mile” to satisfy a 
customer or to improve the customer’s experience with the organization. This is 
supported by the link between service quality and the performance of OCBs (Bell & 
Menguc, 2002; Morrison, 1996), which may be considered Approach behaviors, as their 
performance depends on the employee exceeding his or her normal job requirements.  
Hypothesis 2c: For the Situational Affordance dimension of Valence, positive 
service climates will be positively related to Affordances for Approach and negatively 
related to Affordances for Avoid. 
Hypotheses for the Dimension of Timing  
For the dimension of Timing, the positive and negative climates for the two 
specific climates are predicted to be dissimilar, such that a positive safety climate is 
predicted to be more Wait than Act, while a positive service climate is predicted to be 
more Act than Wait.  
In the previous discussion regarding the dimension of Valence, safety climates 
were hypothesized to be likely to depend upon workers eschewing unsafe behaviors; the 
dimension of Timing not only addresses pure wait times (e.g., waiting until conditions are 
safe to perform a work task), but also extends this argument to a positive safety climate’s 
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dependence upon workers total avoidance of unsafe behaviors. A summary of safety 
climate characteristics acknowledges that safe employee recognize potentially hazardous 
actions and know the consequences of taking those actions (Vredenburgh, 2002). As 
such, it is hypothesized that workers in more positive safety climates will not Act in 
unsafe ways; instead, these workers will report a tendency to Wait and not engage in 
unsafe behaviors. 
Hypothesis 1d: For the Situational Affordance dimension of Timing, positive 
safety climates will be positively related to Affordances for Waiting and negatively 
related to Affordances for Acting.  
The same logic is used to hypothesize for this dimension regarding positive 
service climates: beyond a dependence on Approach behaviors, a service climate is 
dependent upon a worker Acting to satisfy customers on behalf of the organization. One 
conceptual model of service quality includes responsiveness as a determinant of service 
quality, referring to the willingness or readiness of employees to respond to customer 
needs (Parasuraman et al., 1985). Because service quality is dependent on the employee 
Acting promptly, it is hypothesized that more positive service climates will elicit more 
employee reports of Act than of Wait. 
Hypothesis 2d: For the Situational Affordance dimension of Timing, positive 
service climates will be positively related to Affordances for Acting and negatively 
related to Affordances for Waiting. 
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Hypotheses for the Dimension of Target 
For the dimension of Target, the positive and negative climates for the two 
specific climates are predicted to be similar, such that both a positive safety climate and a 
positive service climate are both predicted to be more Person than Object. 
The prediction for safety climate is problematic for this dimension, due to the 
potentially nested nature of safety behaviors, which may primarily focus on the safe 
handling of an Object (e.g., work equipment), but ultimately are established to ensure the 
safety of a Person. Though weak in comparison to other predictions of this study, it is 
hypothesized that safer working environments – those workplaces with more positive 
safety climates – are more driven by the ultimate focus on the safety of a Person, than on 
the immediate focus on safety using an Object. Research in the area proposes a full 
“people facet” of attributes related to safety climate, including the self, workmates, 
managers, and others in the workplace (Donald & Canter, 1994; Sorensen, 2002). This 
weight given to people in a safe workplace supports the current hypothesis that a safe 
workplace will be more often reported to be concerned with Persons than with Objects. 
Hypothesis 1e: For the Situational Affordance dimension of Target, positive 
safety climates will be positively related to Affordances for focusing on Objects and 
negatively related to Affordances for focusing on Persons. However, because the 
opposing argument could be made based on the nested quality of safety behaviors as a 
function in favor of people that employs objects, this hypothesis is considered weak in 
comparison to other hypotheses of this study. 
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On the other hand, service climates are predicted to be much more reliably 
dependent on a Person than on an Object, regardless of the use of objects in serving 
persons (i.e., customers) at work. This is supported by the trend in the literature to assess 
service quality based on the “met expectations” of the customer (Schneider et al., 1997); 
therefore, a more positive service climate should be reported to be focused on Persons 
instead of focused on Objects. 
Hypothesis 2e: For the Situational Affordance dimension of Target, positive 
service climates will be positively related to Affordances for focusing on Persons and 
negatively related to Affordances for focusing on Objects. 
Hypotheses for the Dimension of Privacy 
For the dimension of Privacy, the positive and negative climates for the two 
specific climates are predicted to be similar, such that both a positive safety climate and a 
positive service climate are predicted to be more Keep than Share, as an inherent feature 
of safety and service quality promotion throughout the workplace.  
Open and high levels of communication are cited as important features of safety 
climates (Sorensen, 2002), complemented by an awareness that unsafe actions may go 
unreported, and should be discouraged (Vredenburgh, 2002). With communication 
promoted, positive safety climates should be reported as more Share than Keep. 
Hypothesis 1f: For the Situational Affordance dimension of Privacy, positive 
safety climates will be positively related to Affordances for Sharing information and 
negatively related to Affordances for Keeping information.  
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 One determinant of service quality reported in the literature is communication, 
referring to employees keeping customers informed regarding the service itself, costs, 
trade-offs, and assurance of problem-solving (Parasuraman et al., 1985). The necessity of 
communication to ensure positive service quality supports the hypothesis that positive 
service climates should include more Sharing than Keeping. 
Hypothesis 2f: For the Situational Affordance dimension of Privacy, positive 
service climates will be positively related to Affordances for Sharing information and 
negatively related to Affordances for Keeping information. 
Hypotheses for the Dimension of Consideration 
For the dimension of Consideration, the positive and negative climates for the two 
specific climates are predicted to be dissimilar, such that a positive safety climate is 
predicted to be more Self than Other, while a positive service climate is predicted to be 
more Other than Self.  
In normal daily working behaviors, it is predicted that a positive safety climate 
will foster an individual safety focus. Of course, there are some situations where a safety 
focus may include the consideration of others (e.g., teaching a new employee proper 
procedures), but in routine work, it is expected that positive safety climates will focus 
more on the individual than on others. Additionally, research on organizational factors 
related to safety proposes that individual safety attitudes (e.g., satisfaction with training) 
are related to safety behaviors (Sorensen, 2002). Again, the individual Self should be 
reported as a stronger correlate with positive safety climate than Others. 
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 Hypothesis 1g: For the Situational Affordance dimension of Consideration, 
positive safety climates will be positively related to Affordances for considering one’s 
Self and negatively related to Affordances for considering Others.  
Finally, in a climate where quality customer service is emphasized, it is 
hypothesized that the focus will be more on customers, or selected other beneficiaries of 
the work or organization, than on any individual employee’s self. Courtesy towards 
customers (Parasuraman et al., 1985) and further individual attention to each customer 
(Schneider et al., 1997; Zeithaml, Parasuraman, & Berry, 1990) are reported as 
determinants of service quality. With such a focus outside the employee’s Self, it is 
hypothesized that positive service quality will be reported to focus on Others. 
Hypothesis 2g: For the Situational Affordance dimension of Consideration, 
positive service climates will be positively related to Affordances for considering Others 
and negatively related to Affordances for considering one’s Self. 
Discriminant Validity with Job Characteristics 
Because job characteristics and Situational Affordances may similarly influence 
behaviors at work, the two constructs will be compared to determine whether Situational 
Affordances are conceptually distinct from job characteristics. Specifically, the average 
variance extracted (AVE) by the items intended for each predictor of SAWS will be 
compared to the variance shared with each of the seven job characteristics (Hackman & 
Oldham, 1976). If the AVE for each dimension of both constructs is greater than all 
variances shared with dimensions of the opposing construct, then the two constructs will 
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be supported as distinct, and provide partial support for SAWS as a suitable measure of 
organizational climate. 
 Hypothesis 3: Job characteristics will be statistically discriminant from Situational 
Affordances measured by SAWS. 
Method 
Power Analysis  
Two a priori power analyses were conducted to determine how many participants 
were needed to have an 80% chance of detecting significant effects in the data, holding 
Type I error constant at .05. First, power analyses were conducted to determine the 
sample size needed to detect the unique effects of a second set of variables (sRY ⋅B2 )  – 
comprised of one predictor of each of the seven pairs of predictors in SAWS – over a first 
set of variables (RY ⋅A2 )  – comprised of the seven other predictors of each pair (Cohen, 
Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003). Target sample sizes were calculated based on low, 
average, and high values of the correlation between the first set of variables with the 
dependent variable, estimated from a previous study of psychological climate and molar 
climate type correlates (Kuenzi, 2008), and based on low, average, and high values of the 
correlation within pairs of predictors, estimated based on values obtained in Study 1 
(reported in Table 3.2). Across all estimated required sample sizes, the average number of 
participants required to detect unique effects of the second set of variables was calculated 
to be 317, with a range from 44 to 1181 participants. 
A second a priori power analysis was conducted to determine the sample size 
needed to detect the unique relationship (sr2) of each pair of predictors with the 
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dependent variables (Maxwell, 2000). Again, target sample sizes were calculated based 
on low, average, and high values of the correlation between the pairs of predictors with 
the dependent variable (rxy2 ) , estimated from a previous study of psychological climate 
and molar climate type correlates (Kuenzi, 2008), and based on low, average, and high 
values of the correlation within pairs of predictors (rxx ) , estimated based on values 
obtained in Study 1. These low, average, and high estimates for both values were 
combined in power analyses. Across all estimated required sample sizes, the average 
number of participants required to detect unique effects of the second set of variables was 
calculated to be 605, with a range from 117 to 1922 participants. Because the needed 
sample size estimated in the second power analysis was higher, this larger value – 605 – 
was the target sample size (Cohen et al., 2003). 
Participants 
Participants completed a survey online, hosted on SurveyMonkey and accessed 
via Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk; mturk.com). MTurk is a crowdsourcing 
platform that allows Requesters to post Human Intelligence Tasks (HITs) to be completed 
by verified Workers. MTurk has recently become popular for use in conducting survey-
based research in the social sciences. Samples acquired through MTurk have been shown 
to be more diverse than other online samples and far more diverse than typical American 
college samples (Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011). MTurk was chosen as the 
participant pool for this study to increase the likelihood that participants came from a 
wide variety of industries, workplaces, and jobs. 
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Workers were required to be working 20 or more hours each week in a regular job 
(i.e., not only completing MTurk HITs) in order to qualify to complete the survey posted 
in a HIT. To increase the likelihood that Workers were truly employed, all potential 
participants completed a screening survey. Workers were compensated $0.01 for 
completing this screening survey. The screening survey appeared to assess individuals’ 
choices in leisure time activities and time spent completing those activities. For each 
activity, participants were asked how seriously and how often they engaged in the 
activity. For how seriously they engaged in each activity, response options ranged from 
Very Casual to Very Serious, and also included an option for Not Applicable. For how 
often they engaged in the activity, participants were asked to indicate whether they spent 
0 hours, 1-5 hours, 5-10 hours, 10-15 hours, 15-20 hours, or 20+ hours engaged in the 
activity in a typical week. The complete screening survey is provided in Appendix B. 
This screening survey included a question regarding how much time the 
individual spent working a regular job. Workers who indicated upon their original 
completion of the screening survey that they spent 20 or more hours working a regular 
job were invited to complete a second survey – posted in a separate HIT – that is the 
focus of this thesis. In total, 1590 responses to the screening survey were attained, and 
1449 of those responses were from unique MTurk Workers. 851 of these respondents 
qualified to complete the second survey (i.e., indicated upon their first completion of the 
screening survey that they worked 20 or more hours in a regular week). 
 The second survey, posted in a separate HIT, received 783 responses, and 764 of 
those responses were from unique MTurk Workers. Of the unique responses, 698 
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Workers had qualified to complete the second survey. Of these responses, 19 responses 
were incomplete and 91 additional Workers were disqualified after missing an attention 
check (provided in Appendix C and described in more detail in the following section), 
resulting in a sample size of 588.  
For reasons discussed in the following sections, a subset of participants were 
excluded from the final data analysis based on their country of residence. In the final 
sample (n = 467), which included only residents of the United States, participants had a 
mean age of 31.22 years (SD = 8.59), worked 39.86 hours per week (SD = 8.39), and had 
tenure of 56.95 months (SD = 50.92) or 4.72 years (SD = 4.24). The sample was mostly 
male (60.65%) and Caucasian (83.01%). A notable portion of participants reported 
working in the information technology (14.41%), sales and retail (13.76%), and 
education (9.68%) industries.  
Compared to the participants excluded from this study based on country of 
residence, the participants included in Study 2 were younger, worked fewer hours per 
week, and had shorter tenures. Gender balance between the excluded and included 
participants was also slightly different, but remained mostly male. The excluded 
participants differed in terms of ethnicity; where the included sample was mostly 
Caucasian, the excluded sample was mostly Asian or Pacific Islander, a likely outcome of 
comparing United States residents to non-residents. Complete demographic information 
for the excluded sample is provided in Table 2.1. 
The samples for Study 1 and Study 2 are also compared in Table 2.1. Compared 
to the sample in Study 1, this sample was older, worked more hours per week, and had 
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longer tenure at their jobs. The sample was also primarily male in this study, compared to 
a primarily female sample in Study 1. With regard to ethnicity, the sample in this study 
was slightly more diverse than the sample in Study 1, but still mostly Caucasian, as in 
Study 1. 
Measures  
Participants completed all measures at one time in an online survey hosted on 
SurveyMonkey and accessed via MTurk. Workers who successfully completed the 
survey were compensated $3.00. 
Demographics. Participants answered the same demographic questions and 
questions regarding work characteristics (e.g., average number of hours worked in a 
week) as were answered in Study 1. Two additional questions were included regarding 
the participants’ country of residence and the country where his or her organization was 
headquartered. These items are provided in Appendix A.  
Situational Affordances at Work Scale (SAWS). Participants responded to the 
56 items comprising the preliminary version of SAWS. However, a seven-point Likert-
type scale was employed in this study instead of a five-point scale to increase the 
variance of responses. Responses thus ranged from 1 (My work environment is 
characterized not at all as/by…) to 7 (My work environment is characterized very much 
as/by…). One sample item, developed to measure the dimension end Dynamic of the 
dimension Change, is Fluctuating a lot. This version of the measure is provided in Table 
2.2. 
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Specific climates. Specific organizational climate measures included safety 
climate and service climate. It is important to note the level of theory and analysis at 
which these climate scores were investigated (Parker et al., 2003; Rousseau, 1988): 
because the participants in this study were not recruited from any single organization or 
work group, there was no aggregation of the climate scores across participants. The 
scores were idiographic measures, meaning that this was a study of psychological 
climate, or the individual perception of organizational climate.  
Safety climate. Safety climate was measured a modified version of Zohar and 
Luria’s (2005) 16-item Organization-Level Safety Climate measure (α = .95). Items were 
rated on a 5-point scale, ranging from (1) Completely disagree to (5) Completely agree. A 
sample original item from this scale is Top management in this plant/company… Tries to 
continually improve safety levels in each department. The same item, as used in this 
study, was rewritten to target individual perception. Therefore, the rewritten sample item 
is Top management in this plant/company… Tries to continually improve safety levels in 
my department. All items were changed as minimally as possible, but were reworded as 
needed. The full list of reworded items for this scale (with changes italicized) is provided 
in Appendix D.  
The same authors also developed a group-level safety climate measure. While this 
group-level measure may be viewed as closer to the target idiographic level of analysis 
than the selected organizational-level measure, the group-level scale was not chosen 
because its focus is on perceptions of a direct supervisor rather than the entire 
organization.  
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Initial assessment of the measurement model for this safety climate measure 
showed some misfit, a likely indicator that some items were not reliable and 
unidimensional, Satorra-Bentler χ2(104) = 525.38, p < 0.01, CFI = .930, RMSEA = .093, 
90% CI[.085, .101]. Therefore, modifications were made to increase the fit of the model 
to the measurement of safety climate by Zohar and Luria’s (2005) scale. To identify 
unreliable items, estimates of Cronbach’s alpha at the item level were used. All items 
were judged to be sufficiently reliable, with α ≥ .504. To identify and assess 
multidimensional items, additional parameters were added to the model based on results 
of the LM test. Subsequent modifications to the measurement model included the 
removal of five items that shared error covariances with r ≥ .289. The items that were 
removed from this measurement model are indicated in Appendix D. After removing 
these items, the fit of this measurement model was consequently acceptable, Satorra-
Bentler χ2(44) = 170.28, p < 0.01, CFI = .967, RMSEA = .078, 90% CI[.066, .091]. 
Service climate. Safety climate was measured using a modified version of 
Schneider, White, and Paul’s (1998) seven-item Global Service Climate (α = .80). Items 
were rated on a 5-point scale, ranging from (1) Very bad to (5) Very good. As with the 
safety measure, all items were revised – though as minimally as possible – to focus 
specifically on individual perceptions of the safety climate. A sample original item from 
this scale is How would you rate efforts to measure and track the quality of the work and 
service in your business? The same item as used in this study is How would you rate 
efforts to measure and track the quality of your work and service in your business? The 
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full list of reworded items for this scale (with changes italicized) is provided in Appendix 
E. 
Initial assessment of the measurement model for this safety climate measure 
showed some misfit, a likely indicator that some items were not reliable and 
unidimensional, χ2(14) = 170.11, p < 0.01, CFI = .831, RMSEA = .154, 90% CI[.134, 
.175]. Therefore, modifications were made to increase the fit of the model to the 
measurement of service climate by Schneider, White, and Paul’s (1997) scale. To identify 
unreliable items, estimates of Cronbach’s alpha at the item level were used. 
Modifications to the measurement model included the removal of two items that were 
unreliable, such that α ≤ .242. The items that were removed from this measurement 
model are indicated in Appendix E. After removing these items, the fit of the 
measurement model was thus made acceptable, Satorra-Bentler χ2(5) = 10.81, p = 0.06, 
CFI = .991, RMSEA = .050, 90% CI[.000, .091]. 
Job characteristics. Job characteristics were measured using Sections One and 
Two of the Job Diagnostic Survey, which assess seven job characteristics (Hackman & 
Oldham, 1974). The 21 items comprising these two Sections employ three items to 
measure each job characteristic – skill variety (α = .78), task identity (α = .74), task 
significance (α = .78), autonomy (α = .79), feedback from the job itself (α = .69), 
feedback from agents (α = .88), and dealing with others (α = .72). All items were rated on 
a 7-point scale, ranging from (1) Very inaccurate to (7) Very accurate. As with the 
previous measures, items were revised as needed to focus specifically on individual 
perceptions of his or her job’s characteristics. However, many of the items on this survey 
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already focus clearly on the individual and his or her job. A sample original item from 
this scale is This job requires me to use a number of complex or high-level skills. The 
same item, as used in this study is My job requires me to use a number of complex or 
high-level skills. The full list of items used from this scale (with changes italicized) is 
provided in Appendix F. 
Social desirability. Social desirability was measured to use as a marker variable 
for common method variance (CMV; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). 
Social desirability was measured using a 20-item version (Strahan & Gerbasi, 1972) of 
the Marlowe-Crown Social Desirability Scale (Crowne & Marlowe, 1960). Responses 
were dichotomous, with options including True and False (Kuder-Richardson’s ρ-20 = 
.84). A sample item from this scale is I have never intensely disliked someone. All items 
for this scale are provided in Appendix G.  
Attention-checking items. To reduce the likelihood that Workers might complete 
the survey carelessly, three attention-checking items were included in the survey. These 
items appeared to describe frustrating situations at work. A sample item is A coworker 
takes and eats your lunch from the community fridge in your workplace. Response 
options appeared to assess one’s emotional response to the listed situation; per the 
Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS; Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988), 
response options included active, afraid, alert, ashamed, attentive, determined, 
distressed, enthusiastic, excited, guilty, hostile, inspired, interested, irritable, jittery, 
nervous, proud, scared, strong, and upset. However, the instructions accompanying these 
items instructed Workers to select an unlikely response, enthusiastic, for all three items to 
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indicate that they were paying attention. Workers providing any other answers were 
immediately disqualified and not compensated. These attention-checking items, along 
with instructions, are provided in Appendix C.  
Data Cleaning 
The data were evaluated for (1) outliers, (2) missingness, (3) fit of the fourteen-
predictor structure of SAWS, and (4) potential subgroup differences before evaluating the 
structural model provided in Figure 3.1. All results were obtained using SPSS 22.0 and 
EQS 6.2. 
Outlier analysis. All cases (N = 588) were evaluated for error and normality. 
Mahalanobis’ distance, a multivariate index of error, was calculated for all cases and used 
to identify three outlying cases. Mardia’s kappa, a multivariate index of kurtosis, or 
skewness, was also used to identify outliers, and the same three cases were identified as 
outliers. These three outlying cases were removed from subsequent analyses. 
Missing data analysis. Next, data were analyzed to determine whether missing 
responses were missing completely at random (MCAR), or in patterns unrelated to the 
observed data values. Out of 585 participants, 142 participants (24.27%) were missing 
one or more value. However, out of 58,800 possible values (100 items × 588 
participants), only a small portion of the data  – 354 values, or .60% – were missing. 
Results indicated that the pattern of missing values is not MCAR, χ2(10164) = 10855.18, 
p < .001. Therefore, the missing data were assumed to be missing at random (MAR), or 
missing in patterns not independent of the observed data values. Because the missing data 
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were assumed to be MAR, the Expectation Maximization (EM) algorithm was used to 
impute the missing data. 
Model fit. Initial assessment of the fourteen-predictor measurement model for 
SAWS showed some misfit, a likely indicator that some items were not reliable and 
unidimensional, Satorra-Bentler χ2(1393) = 3079.35, p < .001, CFI = .892, RMSEA = 
.045, 90% CI[.043, .048]. To identify unreliable items, estimates of Cronbach’s alpha at 
the item level were examined. Subsequent modifications to the measurement model 
included the removal of two items that were unreliable, such that α ≤ .25. The item Focus 
on task or objects for the predictor Target – Object and the item Other people or another 
person is involved for the predictor Target – Person were the items removed from the 
measurement model. Following these changes, fit was sufficient, Satorra-Bentler 
χ2(1286) = 2467.23, CFI = .902, RMSEA = .045, 90% CI[.043, .047].  
Subgroup fit analysis. The sample for this study included participants from a 
variety of countries of residence (see Table 2.1). To evaluate whether there were any 
nationally-based differences in the data for the measurement model of SAWS, the fit of 
the model was evaluated for the two largest subgroups of participants – those indicating 
residence in the United States (n = 467) and those indicating residence in India (n = 93).3 
The fit of the modified fourteen-factor SAWS model to data from United States residents 
only was similar to the fit of the model to the complete set of data, Satorra-Bentler 
χ2(1286) = 2446.99, p < .001, CFI = .905, RMSEA = .044, 90% CI[.041, .047], ΔCFI = 
.003 (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002).4 The fit of the model with data from residents of India 
only, however, was very poor and differed significantly from the fit of the complete data, 
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χ2(1286) = 2307.07, p < 0.01, CFI = .655, RMSEA = .093, 90% CI[.086, .098], ΔCFI = 
.247. The misfit of the fourteen-predictor model to the data obtained from residents of 
India was not further diagnosed due to the relatively small sample size. 
Based on these differences in the fit of the model to the data, there may be some 
systematic cross-cultural differences in the perception of work environments as measured 
by SAWS. Subsequent analyses in the present study were conducted using data collected 
only from residents of the United States. The complete series of data evaluations – 
regarding (1) outliers, (2) missingness, and (3) fit of the fourteen-predictor structure of 
SAWS – were conducted again, using only the data from residents of the United States. 
All subsequent analyses used only the data from these participants. 
Outlier analysis for US only data. The data collected from residents of the 
United States (n = 467) were evaluated for error, using Mahalanobis’ distance, and 
normality, using Mardia’s kappa. Both statistics identified the same two cases as outliers, 
and these cases were removed from subsequent analyses. The final sample (n = 465), as 
well as the participants who were excluded from this final sample, is further described in 
Table 2.1. 
Missing data analysis for US only data. Next, data were analyzed to determine 
whether missing responses were MCAR, or in patterns unrelated to the observed data 
values. Out of 465 participants, 107 participants (23.01%) were missing one or more 
value. However, out of 46,500 possible values (100 items × 465 participants), only a 
small portion of the data  – 171 values, or .37% – were missing. Results indicated that the 
pattern of missing values is not MCAR, χ2(7955) = 8506.33, p < .001. Therefore, the 
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missing data were assumed to be MAR, or in patterns not independent of the observed 
data values. Because the missing data were assumed to be MAR, the Expectation 
Maximization (EM) algorithm was used to impute the missing data. 
Model fit to US only data. Initial assessment of the fit of the fourteen-predictor 
model for SAWS showed some misfit, a likely indicator that some items were not reliable 
and unidimensional, Satorra-Bentler χ2(1393) = 2751.77, p < .001, CFI = .894, RMSEA = 
.046, 90% CI[.043, .048]. To identify unreliable items, estimates of Cronbach’s alpha at 
the item level were examined. Subsequent modifications to the measurement model 
included the removal of the same two unreliable items as were previously removed, such 
that α ≤ .25. The same two items, Focus on task or objects for the predictor Target – 
Object and the item Other people or another person is involved for the predictor Target – 
Person, were the items removed from the measurement model. Following these 
modifications, the fit of the model to this final sample was sufficient, Satorra-Bentler 
χ2(1286) = 2467.23, p < .001, CFI = .905, RMSEA = .044, 90% CI[.042, .047]. Item 
loadings and predictor reliabilities for this measurement model are reported in Table 3.3. 
To further refine this measurement model before combining all measurement 
models into a single structural model, further assessment of item unidimensionality was 
completed. To identify and assess multidimensional items, additional parameters were 
added to the model based on results of the LM test. Subsequent modifications to the 
measurement model included the addition of 13 cross-loadings and nine error 
covariances. With these modifications, fit of the measurement model reached 
traditionally acceptable levels, Satorra-Bentler χ2(1264) = 1877.56, p < .001, CFI = .950, 
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RMSEA = .032, 90% CI[.029, .035]. These modifications were included in the 
measurement model of SAWS when entered into the structural model in order to increase 
the likelihood of accurately detecting and reporting relationships in the structural model. 
The fit of the structural model, which included SAWS, safety climate, service climate, 
and job characteristics, was acceptable, Satorra-Bentler χ2(3743) = 5568.55, p < .001, 
CFI = .917, RMSEA = .032, 90% CI[.031, .034]. 
Results and Discussion 
 Following, results are reported regarding the relationships among the predictors of 
SAWS, between the predictors of SAWS and the specific climates of safety and service, 
and between the predictors of SAWS and job characteristics. 
Relationships Within SAWS 
The correlations between all predictors within SAWS are reported in Table 3.4. 
Three pairs of predictors were highly correlated. To determine whether these pairs of 
predictors could be combined into single predictors, each pair of predictors was 
constrained to be a single predictor in the measurement model. First, Change – Static and 
Change – Dynamic (r = -.759) were constrained to be a single predictor (i.e., covariance 
= -1). With this constraint, model misfit increased significantly, supporting the 
conclusion that these two predictors should remain distinct, ΔSatorra-Bentler χ2 = 16.32, 
p < .001. Second, Valence – Approach and Valence – Avoid (r = -.877) were constrained 
to be a single predictor (i.e., covariance = -1). With this constraint, model misfit 
increased significantly, supporting the conclusion that these two predictors should remain 
distinct, ΔSatorra-Bentler χ2 = 19.10, p < .001. Third, Target – Person and Consideration 
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– Other (r = .727) were constrained to be a single predictor with covariance = 1, since 
these two predictors were positively correlated. With this constraint, model misfit 
increased significantly, supporting the conclusion that these two predictors should remain 
distinct ΔSatorra-Bentler χ2 = 17.99, p < .001. Though these three pairs of predictors 
were highly correlated, results of these analyses indicate that combining any of the three 
pairs into single predictors significantly increased the misfit of the model to the data. 
Therefore, all fourteen predictors were retained as distinct. 
AVE analysis between predictors within SAWS. Additional analyses 
investigated the discriminant validity among the predictors of SAWS. The average 
variance extracted (AVE) for each predictor of SAWS was compared to the shared 
variance between predictors of SAWS to evaluate the similarity between the two sets of 
constructs (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Results of this analysis are reported in Table 3.4; 
correlations between predictors are reported off the diagonal, and the square root of the 
AVE for each predictor is reported on the diagonal. The square root of the AVE is 
reported, instead of the AVE, so that it is on the same scale as the correlations and thus 
directly comparable. Results of AVE analyses are reported in this same format 
throughout this thesis. 
Results of this analysis show that three pairs of predictors within SAWS – the 
same three pairs that were highly correlated – have larger shared correlations than square 
roots of their respective AVE estimates. Therefore, these three pairs of factors are not 
supported as statistically discriminant from each other. The AVE analysis may support 
the combination of the two dimension ends or predictors within the dimension of Change, 
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the two dimension ends of Valence, and the predictors Target – Person and Consideration 
– Other (also discussed in Study 1). These combinations may highlight predictors within 
SAWS where the measure could be abridged, and could further improve the utility of 
SAWS in future studies. 
Common method variance analysis. There is a general consensus in behavioral 
research that common method variance (CMV) – that is, observed covariance resulting 
from the measurement process rather than constructs themselves – can threaten the 
validity of observed relationships between constructs (Podsakoff et al., 2003). CMV can 
result from a variety of rater, item, and measurement context characteristics, including 
(but certainly not limited to) participant response tendencies, item wording, structure, or 
format, measurement occasions, instructions, and the participant’s reason for completing 
the measurement (cf. Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2012). To evaluate potential 
effects of CMV on the validity of the observed relationships with and within predictors of 
SAWS, two statistical approaches were employed at the item level. First, a marker 
variable – social desirability – was added to the baseline measurement model for (1) 
items for all predictors of SAWS and (2) items for all predictors of SAWS and both 
specific climates. Second, a method factor was added to the baseline measurement model 
for (3) items for all predictors of SAWS and (4) items for all predictors of SAWS and 
both specific climates. Lastly, two method factors were added to the baseline 
measurement model such that (5) one method factor predicted items for all predictors of 
SAWS, and a second method factor predicted items for both specific climates. As shown 
in Table 3.5, including the marker variable in the model did not significantly improve 
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model fit, but entering the method factor did improve model fit, indicating little potential 
for social desirability effects on the validity of observed relationships with SAWS, but 
likely extant method effects in the observed relationships with SAWS. Results of these 
two methods for estimating CMV in the measurement model are described in more detail 
in the following sections. 
Marker variable results. First, to explore potential effects of CMV due to social 
desirability, a marker variable was added to the measurement model. The marker variable 
– both when entered as a predictor of SAWS items only and when entered as a predictor 
of SAWS and specific climate items – did not improve the fit of the model, with ΔCFI < 
.001 for both. Adding the marker variable to SAWS items only did, however, increase the 
amount of explained variance in safety climate, ΔR2 = .202, and in service climate, ΔR2 = 
.346. This increase in the R2 for both criteria could result from the marker variable 
accounting for covariance between the predictors of SAWS, thus making each predictor 
less redundant and increasing its relationship with the criteria. However, as shown in 
Table 3.6, there is little change in the relationships between predictors within SAWS 
when the marker variable is and is not estimated. Therefore, the marker variable does not 
account for predictor covariance and make the predictors less redundant. Instead, 
including the marker variable must account for spurious variance in the predictors, thus 
improving the predictors and increasing the observed R2. These results show that 
including the marker variable does improve the predictors by removing confounding 
variance in the predictors.  
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To explore potential overall effects of social desirability on the observed 
relationships in the SAWS model, the average variance extracted (AVE) – that is, the 
amount of variance in a given factor explained by its respective items – for the marker 
variable was compared to the AVE of the predictors of SAWS. Pairs of AVE values were 
compared in the full model, at the predictor level, and at the item level. As shown in 
Table 3.3, the marker variable extracted little variance (.90%) in the full SAWS model 
compared to the AVE for the predictors (56.80%), indicating that social desirability 
explains little of the total observed relationships in the measurement model for SAWS. 
To examine potential effects of social desirability on each predictor, the AVE for 
the marker variable within each predictor was compared to the AVE for each predictor. 
As shown in Table 3.3, the marker variable extracted relatively little variance (i.e., 
compared to predictor AVEs) for all predictors. For all predictors except Valence – 
Approach and Valence – Avoid, less than 1% of the total variance in each predictor was 
explained by the marker variable. For the two predictors of the SAWS dimension 
Valence, 3.5 – 4.5% of total variance was explained by social desirability, indicating that 
scores on these predictors may be influenced by social desirability. However, when 
estimating the effects of social desirability, the AVE of items for each predictor was 
much larger than the AVE of the marker variable for each predictor. Overall, social 
desirability does not appear to strongly influence scores on the predictors of SAWS. 
To examine potential effects of social desirability on each item, item loadings on 
the marker variable were compared to the item loadings on each respective predictor. As 
shown in Table 3.3, most items showed very small loadings on the marker variable. A 
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few items, however, load relatively strongly on the marker variable. For example, items 
for the two predictors of the Valence dimension show non-trivial loadings on the marker 
variable. As was shown in the predictor-level analyses, scores on the dimension of 
Valence may be influenced by social desirability. A few items from other predictors, such 
as Not doing anything from Timing – Wait and Busy and Exerting effort from Timing – 
Act, also show non-trivial loadings on the marker variable. These results indicate that 
responses to these items – which may be perceived as related to productivity or work 
ethic – could be influenced by social desirability.  
Finally, to explore any other effects of the marker variable on relationships 
between the predictors in SAWS, the correlations between predictors with and without 
the marker variable estimated were compared. These correlations are reported in Table 
3.6. Only trivial changes in the correlations between the predictors of SAWS are 
observed when the marker variable is estimated, compared to when the baseline 
measurement model. Though it appears that the effects of social desirability on the 
observed relationships in the measurement model are mostly trivial, these results do 
indicate that some items and predictors within SAWS may be non-independent of social 
desirability. Ultimately, CMV due to social desirability may be an important 
consideration when using SAWS as a predictor.  
Method factor results. Next, to explore potential effects of CMV due to the use of 
a common method (e.g., single measurement occasion, single measurement method), a 
latent method factor(s) was added to the model. Three method factor models were 
examined. Results of these models, along with comparisons to the baseline model, are 
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reported in Table 3.5. For all three models where a method factor or factors were added, 
model fit improved significantly. In particular, adding two method factors – with one 
factor predicting the items of SAWS and one factor predicting the items of specific 
climates – showed the best fit of the model to the data, ΔSatorra-Bentler χ2(70) = 270.05, 
p < .001, ΔCFI = .011. This result indicates method effects on the observed relationships 
in this model.  
Adding these two method factors to the model also increased the amount of 
explained variance in safety climate, ΔR2 = .235, and in service climate, ΔR2 = .270. This 
increase in the R2 for both criteria could result from the method factor accounting for 
covariance between the predictors of SAWS, thus making each predictor less redundant 
and increasing its relationship with the criteria. As shown in Table 3.7, there are two non-
trivial decreases in the relationships between predictors within SAWS (i.e., Valence – 
Approach with Privacy – Keep and Consideration – Self) when the method factor is and 
is not estimated. Therefore, the method factor accounts for some covariance among the 
predictors, making the predictors less redundant and thus increasing the explained 
variance in the criteria. There are also several relationships between predictors that 
increase when the method factor is estimated (e.g., Change – Dynamic with 
Consideration – Self). In these pairs of predictors, the method factor accounts for some 
variance in one or each predictor, and therefore removes some measurement error and 
increases the observed relationship. Although relationships between a few pairs of 
predictors indicate some improvement within the predictors when the method factor is 
included, it is likely that the method factor also accounts for some spurious variance in 
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the predictors and criteria, further improving the predictors and increasing the observed 
R2. These results show that including the method factor improves the predictors both by 
making some predictors less redundant, and by removing confounding variance in the 
predictors and criteria. 
To further identify the location and nature of the method effects in this model, the 
total AVE of the method factor for all predictors of SAWS was examined, as well as the 
AVE of the method factor for each predictor of SAWS. As shown in Table 3.3, the 
method factor extracted a non-trivial amount of variance overall – 2.60%. This result 
indicates potential method effects on the observed relationships within and with 
predictors of SAWS. 
To examine potential method effects on the predictors of SAWS, the AVE of the 
method factor for all predictors was examined. As shown in Table 3.3, the AVE for the 
method factor varies across predictors. Relatively strong method effects were observed 
for the predictors Valence – Approach, Target – Object, Privacy – Keep, and 
Consideration – Self, indicating that a non-trivial portion of the variance within these 
predictors resulted from method effects. However, relatively weak method effects were 
observed for the predictors Ownership – Someone Else, Valence – Avoid, and Timing – 
Act, indicating that these predictors were relatively free of method effects. These results 
indicate that, although there is an overall method effect, not all predictors of SAWS are 
affected equally. 
To examine potential method effects on each item, item loadings (i.e., the square 
root of the AVE) on the method factor were compared to the item loadings on each 
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respective predictor. As shown in Table 3.3, all of the predictors of SAWS included at 
least one item with a non-trivial loading on the method factor, and several items showed 
substantial loadings on the method factor. For example, all but one item for the two 
predictors of the Change dimension show non-trivial or substantial loadings on the 
method factor. However, as was shown in the predictor-level analyses, the method effects 
vary across items in SAWS. Although there are many non-negligible method effects 
observed at the item level, not all items within the measure are affected equally. These 
results indicate which items within the measurement model may be more influenced by 
method effects. 
Finally, to explore any other method effects on relationships between the 
predictors in SAWS, the correlations between predictors with and without the method 
factors estimated were compared. These correlations are reported in Table 3.7. Estimating 
method effects decreased the magnitude of two pairs of correlations, including the 
relationship between Valence – Approach and two other predictors: Privacy – Keep and 
Consideration – Self. The decreased correlations between these pairs of predictors within 
SAWS indicate observed relationships that are partially accounted for by spurious 
method effects. Estimating method effects also increased the magnitude of five pairs of 
correlations, including the correlations of Consideration – Self with Change – Dynamic, 
Privacy – Keep, and Consideration – Other; Valence – Approach with Timing – Wait; 
and Privacy – Keep with Privacy – Share. The increased correlations between these pairs 
of predictors indicate that method effects are impacting one or each of the two predictors 
in each pair, but the method effect does not account for any overlap in these relationships.  
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Overall, it appears that there are non-trivial method effects on the observed 
relationships in this measurement model. However, these effects are not equally 
distributed; certain predictors (i.e., Valence – Approach, Target – Object, Privacy – Keep, 
and Consideration – Self), pairs of predictors (e.g., Valence – Approach with Privacy – 
Keep and Consideration – Self), and items (e.g., Fluctuating a lot from the predictor 
Change – Dynamic) show more method effects than do other predictors, pairs of 
predictors, and items in the measurement model. Ultimately, CMV due to the use of a 
common method appears to be an important consideration when using SAWS as a 
predictor.  
Relationships Between SAWS and Specific Climates 
 Before examining the relationships between the predictors of SAWS and the 
specific climates of safety and service, the relationship between the two specific climates 
was also examined. The correlations between the predictors of SAWS and the specific 
climates of safety and service are reported in Table 3.8.  
Relationships between specific climates. The relationship between the specific 
climates of safety and service in this study was both positive and strong, r = .652. This 
finding is inconsistent with previous theoretical literature that has proposed that safety 
climate and service climate are expected to compete with each other when both are 
present and valued in a single workplace (Paul, 2012). However, this finding corroborates 
the empirical result reported by Veld et al. (2010), that safety and service climates are 
positively correlated. Veld et al. studied these climates at the group level within an 
organization; the present study also extends this finding to the individual level in a cross-
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section of organizations. This finding may support a shift in the understanding of the 
interaction between safety and service climates. According to the present study, these two 
specific climates may be described more accurately as covariance than as competition. 
The present study, which employed a cross-sectional sample of jobs, organizations, and 
industries, provides further empirical evidence comparing these two specific climates. 
Contrary to the a priori hypotheses of past literature and the present study, it is likely that 
many of the relationships between a given SAWS predictor and both specific climates 
will be similar. 
Relationships between SAWS and specific climates. The hypothesized 
relationships between SAWS and specific climates were tested using sets of variables, 
which were established according to the hypothesized positive and negative relationships 
between the SAWS predictors and each specific climate (see Table 3.1). In treating 
variables as sets, the first set of variables (e.g., the predictors of SAWS with hypothesized 
positive relationships with safety and/or service climate) were entered in Step 1, then 
both sets of variables were entered in Step 2 to evaluate incremental effects of the second 
set of variables over the first set. However, because there was no established reason to 
enter the sets of variables in either order, results of entering sets in both orders (i.e., 
predictors with hypothesized positive relationships entered in Step 1 or predictors with 
hypothesized negative relationships entered in Step 1) were examined (Cohen et al., 
2003).  
Results indicate that, overall, both sets of SAWS predictors were significantly 
related to both safety and service climate, supporting the general Hypotheses 1 and 2 that 
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molar climate, as measured by SAWS, would be significantly related to both specific 
climates of safety and service. As reported in Table 3.9, each set predicted significant 
incremental variance over the other. The fourteen predictors of SAWS explained 33.30% 
of the variance in safety climate and 65.40% of the variance in service climate. Despite 
the considerable relationship of both specific climates to the predictors of SAWS, all of 
the individual path coefficients – from each SAWS predictor to both specific climates – 
in the structural model were inflated (i.e., standardized values > 1) and nonsignificant, 
indicating net suppression. This type of suppression was a likely outcome of prediction 
with multiple, related independent variables, such as the predictors of SAWS. Therefore, 
to further discuss the individual relationships between the predictors of SAWS and both 
specific climates, correlation coefficients were substituted for the path estimates of the 
structural model. These correlation coefficients, to be discussed in more detail next, are 
reported in Table 3.10. 
Across all of the predictors of SAWS, a more positive safety climate and a more 
positive service climate were related to more Dynamic and less Static Affordances, more 
Self-Ownership and less Other – Ownership Affordances, more Approach and less 
Avoidance Valence Affordances, more Affordances for Acting and less for Waiting, 
more focusing on both Persons and Objects, more Affordances for Sharing and less for 
Keeping information, and more Consideration of both Others and one’s Self. Overall, 
these results showed mixed support for the hypothesized directions of the relationships 
between the predictors of SAWS and each specific climate.  
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However, it appeared that the differences between the climates of safety and 
service did not lie in the direction of the relationships with predictors of molar climate, as 
hypothesized. Post hoc analyses were conducted determine whether there were 
differences in magnitude in the relationships between these two climates with the 
predictors of SAWS. For each predictor of SAWS, its relationship to safety climate was 
compared to its relationship to service climate. This comparison was conducted by 
constraining the two relationships to be equal in the structural model, and evaluating the 
resulting change in model fit. Results of these analyses were used to determine the 
predictors of molar climate that differentiated between safety and service climate. These 
results are reported in Table 3.10. Compared to safety climate, service climate had a 
significantly stronger positive relationship with Self-Ownership and Positive Valence 
Affordances, a significantly stronger negative relationship with Static and Other-
Ownership Affordances, and a marginally stronger negative relationship with Negative 
Valence Affordances. However, the two climates were similarly – in both direction and 
magnitude – related all other predictors of SAWS. 
Common method variance analysis. To examine potential effects of CMV on the 
observed differences in the relationships between each Affordance and the two specific 
climates of safety and service, the same post hoc analyses were conducted on the 
measurement models where CMV was estimated using (a) a marker variable and (b) two 
method factors. That is, the relationship between each predictor of SAWS and safety 
climate was constrained to be equal to the relationship between the same predictor and 
service climate. Results of these analyses were compared to the results obtained with the 
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baseline model to evaluate effects of CMV on the observed differences in the magnitude 
of the relationships of each SAWS predictor with the two criteria. Overall, the direction 
of relationships between each Affordance and both specific climates was not affected 
when accounting for CMV, but several of the observed differences in magnitude between 
each Affordance and the two criteria were affected when accounting for CMV. 
Marker variable results. As shown in Table 3.10, including the marker variable in 
the model affected the observed differences in the magnitude of the relationships between 
Change – Static, Target – Object, Privacy – Share, and Consideration – Other 
Affordances and the two criteria. The magnitude of the relationships of Change – Static 
Affordances with the two criteria became more significantly different from each other, 
indicating that accounting for social desirability removed measurement error from one or 
both predictors and one or both criteria, improving the observed difference between the 
relationships. The magnitude of the relationships of Target – Object Affordances with the 
two criteria became less significantly (i.e., marginally) different from each other, and the 
Privacy – Share and Consideration – Self relationships with the two criteria became 
nonsignificantly different from each other. For these Affordances, results indicate that 
social desirability may have been a common cause that accounted for the observed 
differences in magnitude of the relationships with the criteria. 
Method factor results. Also shown in Table 3.10, including the method factors in 
the model affected the observed differences in the magnitude of relationships between 
Change – Static, Timing – Wait, Privacy – Keep, and Privacy – Share Affordances and 
the two criteria. The magnitude of the relationships between Privacy – Keep Affordances 
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with the two criteria became more significantly different from each other, indicating that 
accounting for the common method removed measurement error from one or both 
predictors and one or both criteria. This removal of measurement error due to the 
common method improved the observed difference between this pair of relationships. 
The magnitude of the relationships of Privacy – Share Affordances with the two criteria 
became less significantly (i.e., marginally) different from each other. This result indicates 
that the common method may have been a common cause that accounted for the observed 
differences in magnitude of the relationships with the criteria. The same trend was 
observed with Privacy – Share Affordances when accounting for CMV using the marker 
variable. The relationships between Change – Static and Timing – Wait with the two 
criteria became nonsignificantly different from each other, also indicating that the 
common method was a common cause of the observed difference between the pairs of 
relationships. CMV due to the common method may have inflated the observed 
difference between these pairs of predictors.  
Notably, an opposing trend was observed for the relationships between Change – 
Static Affordances and the two criteria when accounting for social desirability. For this 
pair of relationships, CMV due to social desirability decreased measurement error in the 
predictors and/or criteria and thus increased the observed difference between the two 
pairs of relationships. However, CMV due to the use of a common method was a 
common cause of the observed difference in relationships and thus decreased the 
observed difference between the two pairs of relationships. These results highlight the 
observed differences in magnitude that may be result from or be obscured by CMV, that 
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the effects of CMV on these observed differences are not evenly distributed, and that the 
effects of CMV may differ based on the type of effects that are examined. 
AVE analysis between SAWS and specific climates. Additional analyses 
investigated the discriminant validity between predictors of SAWS and the specific 
climates. The average variance extracted (AVE) for each predictor of SAWS and for each 
specific climate was compared to the shared variance between predictors of SAWS and 
each specific climate to evaluate discrimination between the two sets of constructs 
(Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Results of this analysis are reported in Table 3.8. Despite the 
fact that the predictors of SAWS are significant moderate predictors of both specific 
climates, the two sets of constructs are supported as distinct through this analysis because 
the two sets of constructs have smaller shared correlations than they have square roots of 
their respective AVE estimates. Results of this analysis support the conclusion the 
predictors of SAWS and safety and service climates are discriminant constructs. 
Relationships Between SAWS and Job Characteristics 
Lastly, the relationships between SAWS and job characteristics – two potential 
psychological representations of the workplace – were explored. The relationships 
between the predictors of SAWS and job characteristics reflect, largely, nontrivial 
relationships. These correlations are reported in Table 3.11. The SAWS predictor Change 
– Static is negatively related to all of the job characteristics, while the Dynamic predictor 
is positively related to all of the job characteristics except for Task Identity. Relationships 
between Change – Static and Change – Dynamic Affordances are particularly strong with 
Skill Variety. Affordances for Self Ownership are positively related to all of the job 
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characteristics, except for Dealing with Others, and particularly so with Autonomy, Skill 
Variety, and Task Identity. Affordances for Ownership by Others are strongly negatively 
related to all of the job characteristics, except for a positive relationship with Dealing 
with Others. For the dimension of Valence, all of the job characteristics except for 
Dealing with Others are positively related to Positive Valence Affordances and all of the 
job characteristics are negatively to Negative Valence Affordances. For the dimension of 
Timing, all of the job characteristics are negative related to Affordances for Waiting and 
all of the job characteristics except Autonomy are positively related to Affordances for 
Acting. The predictor Target – Person has no significant relationships with the job 
characteristics, but Target – Object Affordances are negatively related to all of the job 
characteristics except for Autonomy. Privacy – Keep Affordances are positively related 
to Dealing with Others and Task Significance, and negatively related to Task Identity. 
Privacy – Share Affordances are positively related to Autonomy, Task Identity, Task 
Significance, and Feedback from the Job. Affordances for the Consideration of one's Self 
are positively related to all of the job characteristics, except for a negative relationship 
with Dealing with Others, and a nonsignificant relationship with Task Identity. 
Affordances for Considering Others are positively related to Skill Variety and Feedback 
from Agents, and particularly strongly with Dealing with Others. 
These relationships between SAWS and job characteristics may indicate where 
the two constructs may predict each other. That is, job characteristics could predict the 
Situational Affordances perceived by an employee, or Situational Affordances could 
shape the characteristics of the job as a position is created or as job duties are performed. 
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AVE analysis between SAWS and job characteristics. Additional analyses 
investigated the discriminant validity between predictors of SAWS and job 
characteristics. The average variance extracted (AVE) for each predictor of SAWS and 
for each job characteristics was compared to the shared variance between predictors of 
SAWS and each job characteristics to evaluate discrimination between the two sets of 
constructs (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Results of this analysis are reported in Table 3.12. 
Despite the fact that the predictors of SAWS share many nontrivial relationships with job 
characteristics, the two sets of constructs are supported as distinct through this analysis 
because the two sets of constructs have smaller shared correlations than they have square 
roots of their respective AVE estimates. Results of this analysis support the conclusion 
the predictors of SAWS and job characteristics are discriminant constructs. This supports 
the conclusion that SAWS does not measure the same workplace perceptions as do job 
characteristics, and provide some evidence that SAWS may be a viable measure of 
organizational climate. 
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CHAPTER IV 
GENERAL DISCUSSION 
 
Results of Study 2 support SAWS as a predictor of the specific organizational 
climates of safety and service, and find that these two specific climates are positively, 
rather than negatively, related. Contrary to the hypotheses, results of the study generally 
indicated that the differences between the two climates – in terms of SAWS predictors – 
do not lie in the direction of the relationships, but in the magnitude of some of the 
relationships. It appears that a work climate characterized by Affordances for Change, 
Self – Ownership, Positive Valence, Acting, focusing on Persons and Objects, Sharing 
information, and Considering one’s Self and Others is more likely to be positively related 
to both safety and service climate. A work climate characterized by Affordances for not 
Changing, Other – Ownership, Negative Valence, Waiting, and Keeping information may 
be less likely to be positively related to both safety and service climate. The two specific 
climates differ in the magnitude (but not direction) of the molar climate predictors 
Change – Static, Ownership – Self and Other, Valence – Approach and Avoid, Timing – 
Wait, Privacy – Share, and Consideration – Self. These findings differ from previous 
descriptions of safety and service (cf. Bell & Menguc, 2002; Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & 
Berry, 1985; Schneider, Holcombe, & White, 1997; Sorensen, 2002; Vredenburgh, 
2002), and may also support safety and service climates as more similar than previously 
conceptualized (cf. Paul, 2012; Veld et al., 2010). 
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Generally speaking, the predictors of SAWS demonstrated good discriminant 
validity, both within the measure itself (with three exceptions) and with the additional 
variables of job characteristics. However, net suppression and CMV among the predictors 
of SAWS should be evaluated when it is used in future studies. Potential improvements 
to the measure, which could address these measurement concerns, may be made by 
combining some of the predictors within SAWS. As reported in Study 2, results may 
indicate that the two predictors of both the Change and Valence dimensions could be 
combined into a single predictor. As discussed in both studies, there is also some overlap 
between the predictors Target – Person and Consideration – Other; this could potentially 
be addressed through the writing of new items, but may also reflect a true conceptual 
overlap within the work environment. Ultimately, though it may be difficult due to 
measurement issues to evaluate the relationship between a single predictor of SAWS and 
a given criterion, the measure was supported in this study as a strong predictor as a 
whole. 
Results from Study 2 support a conclusion that is in stark contrast to previous 
hypotheses and conceptualizations of multiple climates present in a given workplace: the 
specific climates for safety and for service are positively correlated in this cross-section 
of industries, workplaces, and jobs. There may be several reasons for this finding. First, 
perhaps climate – as broad perceptions of the workplace behaviors that are expected and 
get rewarded – is the wrong “bandwidth” at which to study this potential competition for 
resources and attention. Perhaps this competition would be supported if one were to study 
more narrow situational perceptions or more concrete behaviors in the workplace. That is, 
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if one studies this phenomenon at the level where an employee actually has to make a 
decision about which goal to satisfy, then this competition for resources and attention 
may be observed in the workplace. Alternatively, perhaps climate is the correct 
“bandwidth” at which to study this competition, but psychological climate – that is, 
climate measured at the individual level – is the incorrect level at which to study the 
phenomenon. Group- or organizational-level effects may need to be taken into account 
when studying whether employees make trade-offs between multiple goals. Such 
contextual considerations may have important implications for whether an individual 
chooses to engage in behaviors that satisfy a given goal. While it is possible that this 
particular finding may differ in for a particular organization, previous empirical findings 
within a single organization have support the conclusion that safety and service climates 
are positively related (Veld et al., 2010). Additionally, findings of this study indicate that 
these two specific climates, in a broad sample of organizations, are positively related. 
It may also be that this observation is missing some key third variable, external to 
the two climates. For example, perceptions of these two specific climates could be related 
to a particular personality trait, such as openness to experience. Perhaps the more open an 
individual is to experiences, the more open he or she is to perceiving the presence and 
importance of multiple climates. Alternatively, perceptions of these two specific climates 
could be related to another job-relevant construct, such as job satisfaction. Perhaps the 
more satisfied an individual is with his or her job, the more likely he or she is to report 
positive perceptions of his or her workplace in rewarding behaviors toward positive goals 
such as employee safety and customer service. Perceptions of these two specific climates 
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may be perceived as features of a generally “better” workplace. Lastly, it is possible that 
the overlap of all specific climates in a given workplace comprises the molar climate of 
that workplace. That is, perhaps multiple specific climates present in a given workplace 
can be assumed to represent a sum of all possible expected or rewarded behaviors in a 
given workplace. Then, one may assume that the molar climate of that given workplace is 
comprised of the shared relationships – whether positive, negative, or mixed among the 
multiple climates – between the specific climates. Researchers seeking to measure molar 
organizational climate should investigate these various explanations and evaluate their 
meaning for molar climate measurement, as well as their potential to simplify the 
organizational climate literature.  
Limitations 
A potential limitation of Study 1 is the use of a student sample. However, the 
requirement of recent and sufficient work experience for participation was implemented 
to increase the likelihood that the sample allowed for the accurate measurement of work 
environments. Additionally, further investigation of the measure in Study 2 decreases the 
reliance on a student sample. The cross-section of jobs, organizations, and industries in 
Study 2 may also be viewed as a limitation; this wide-ranging sample provides little 
information about normative data for any particular industry, workplace, or job. 
However, this broad sample provides valuable information about the relationships of 
molar characteristics of workplaces to the specific climates of safety and service in a 
wide range of industries, workplaces, and jobs. Additionally, the present study examines 
organizational climate at the individual level, also called psychological climate; different 
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effects may be observed when studying the relationships between specific climates and 
molar climate at group or organizational levels. 
The new measure is intended to represent a holistic view of the work environment 
and thus is unlikely to precisely measure more specific climates or affordances as other 
measures may. The use of SAWS is intended to result in a succinct, high-level 
description of the Situational Affordances in a given work environment. While results of 
the present study do not support a strong distinction between measurements of two of the 
most commonly studied specific climates, researchers may wish to measure more specific 
workplace climates. In those instances, researchers should seek out other measures to use 
in addition to or instead of SAWS. 
An additional caveat with the taxonomy is that, similar to prediction using the Big 
Five traits, every predictor of SAWS will not always be relevant to a given outcome. 
Even within a particular pair of dimension ends, one of the pair may be relevant, when 
the other of the pair is not. There may be many future research endeavors where it is 
more appropriate to focus on a single or select few dimensions or dimension ends that are 
hypothesized to be related to an outcome of interest. 
Future Research 
 The measurement of situations at work provides several possibilities for future 
research. First, once relationships between specific climates have been established with 
SAWS, this could inform both theory and application. Theoretically, these relationships 
may inform which specific climates are likely to emerge or succeed in a given molar 
climate. With regard to application, organizational interventions could be designed based 
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on the findings of SAWS relevant to a specific climate. For example, if results indicate 
that more positive service climates are positively associated with the dimension end 
Dynamic (of the dimension Change), then workplace interventions could focus on 
identifying ways in which the workplace could better afford Dynamic situations, and 
design systems such as the physical work environment, employee training procedures, 
and employee selection policies to afford more Dynamism in the work environment. 
Research in this area should focus on identifying behavioral anchors for the predictors of 
SAWS, such that a change (e.g., from low measurement on a given dimension end to 
higher measurement on that same dimension end) is more readily quantifiable and can be 
translated into organizational changes. Further research should also extend SAWS to 
describe other specific climates, of which there are many, not studied here. 
As discussed at the beginning of this manuscript, organizational behavior research 
could benefit from description of the context in which a research project is conducted 
(Johns, 2001, 2006). SAWS should be investigated for utility as a neutral (i.e., refrains 
from revealing an organization’s identity in a manuscript) but standardized “empirical 
distillation” of the ways the context of a research project and its findings can be described 
(Johns, 2006, p. 391). As with translating between specific climate findings, SAWS could 
help to communicate the situational characteristics that accompany findings, and do so 
while maintaining organizational anonymity. 
Ultimately, SAWS could be used to augment future research on relationships 
between individual differences and behavioral outcomes at work, thereby fulfilling the 
field theory equation (Lewin, 1936) where behavior is a result of personality interacting 
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with the situation. Where personality has established relationships with outcomes – e.g., 
extroversion, openness, and conscientiousness as predictors of safety outcomes (Clarke & 
Robertson, 2008) – the situational measure could be used to predict additional variance in 
safety behaviors. In research where personality has no clear relationship with a given 
outcome, the use of this situational measure could be key in establishing the terms of a 
relationship that was previously obscured. Overall, SAWS should be a useful 
measurement tool in a wide variety of research and applications where situations have an 
influence on behavior. 
Conclusions 
 In conclusion, individual perceptions of safety climate and service climate were 
positively related in a cross-section of jobs, organizations, and industries. This finding 
disputes previous theoretical hypotheses about the relationship between these two 
specific climates, or between multiple climates present in a given workplace. Previous 
literature hypothesized that the relationship between multiple climates in a single 
workplace would be negative, as multiple goals would compete for employee attention 
and resources. This hypothesized negative relationship has been discussed in depth 
regarding the specific climates of safety and service; these two particular goals were 
hypothesized to require opposing behaviors. Findings of the present study provide 
empirical evidence that safety and service climates were positively, rather than 
negatively, related. 
Additionally, perceptions of both safety and service climate were explored and 
described through a lens of molar climate as measured by SAWS. Results of this study 
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indicate that the climates of safety and service are not only positively related, but are 
similarly related to the molar climate affordances of SAWS. Perceptions of both climates 
were positively related to Affordances for Change, Self-Ownership, Positive Valence, 
Acting, Focusing on both Persons and Objects, Sharing information, and Considering 
both one’s Self and Others. Both climates were negatively related to Affordances for not 
Changing, Other-Ownership, Negative Valence, Waiting, and Keeping information 
private. The two climates showed matching directional relationships with all molar 
climate characteristics measured by SAWS, but the two climates did differ in the 
magnitude of relationships with a few molar climate characteristics: service climate was 
more strongly positively related to Affordances for Self-Ownership, Positive Valence, 
Sharing information, and Considering one’s Self, and more strongly negatively related to 
Affordances for not Changing, Other-Ownership, Negative Valence, and Waiting than 
was safety climate. Additional results also showed several non-trivial and informative 
relationships between molar climate predictors and job characteristics. These results may 
identify where the two constructs correspond in the workplace. Results of this study 
provide empirical evidence about the relationships between molar climate, safety climate, 
service climate, and job characteristics, and encourage further investigation of the 
concept of molar organizational climate.  
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Appendix A 
Demographic Questions 
 
1. What is your gender?   
Male Female 
 
2. What is your ethnicity? Please select all that apply.  
Caucasian African American Asian or Pacific Islander Hispanic 
Other:_____. 
 
3. What is your age? 
_____. 
 
4. (For Study 1 only) Are you currently employed? 
Currently employed 
Not currently employed, but have worked before 
Have never been employed 
 
5. What industry do/did you work in? 
Accommodation and tourism   
Architecture and engineering   
Arts and design  
Building and maintenance  
Business and financial  
Community and social services 
Education  
Entertainment and media 
Farming, fishing, and forestry 
Food preparation and service 
Healthcare  
Information technology  
Legal   
Management  
Manufacturing and production  
Office and administrative support  
Personal care and service  
Protective services  
Sales and retail 
Science  
Transport and moving  
Other:_____. 
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Appendix A (cont.) 
 
6. What is/was your job title? 
_____. 
 
7. How long have/did you worked at your current/most recent job? 
_____. 
 
8. On average, how many hours do you work each week? 
_____. 
 
9. (Only for those who indicated previous employment but no current employment 
in Study 1) How long ago did you stop working at your most recent job? 
_____. 
 
10. (Only for Study 2) What is your country of residence? 
_____. 
 
11. (Only for Study 2) In what country is your organization headquartered? 
_____. 
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Appendix B 
Screening Survey 
 
Leisure Time Activities 
The questions below are interested in HOW OFTEN and HOW SERIOUSLY you 
are involved with each of the following activities.       
HOW OFTEN? Please answer each question by entering your best guess for the number 
of hours you spend engaged in the given activity in an average week.   
HOW SERIOUSLY? Please answer each question by choosing the bubble which best 
represents how casually or how seriously you are engaged in each activity.  
Someone who is casually (not seriously) engaged in an activity is only interested 
in the short-term pleasure of the activity, and has little or no special training to enjoy it. 
In short, the activity is done for fun. For example, someone who runs only because they 
enjoy it would be considered a casual runner.      
 Someone who is seriously engaged in an activity is interested in acquiring and  
expressing the special skills, knowledge, and experience related to that activity, and is 
systematic and disciplined in the pursuit of the activity. In short, the activity is done as 
part of or to achieve some goal. For example, someone who runs to train for a marathon 
would be considered a serious runner.       
 If there are any activities that you never engage in (i.e., 0 hours per week), please 
enter N/A for HOW SERIOUSLY you are engaged in that activity.  
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Appendix B (cont.) 
 
These questions concern how much time you spend on the listed activities IN A 
TYPICAL WEEK.      
1. Exercising 
2. Volunteering 
 
3. Watching television 
 
4. Gaming 
 
5. Playing sports (e.g., tennis) 
 
6. Arts & crafts (e.g., knitting, photography) 
 
7. Watching movies 
 
8. Listening to music 
 
9. Outdoor recreation (e.g., fishing) 
 
10. Reading 
 
11. Working for an employer (i.e., a regular job)      
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Appendix C 
Attention Checking Items 
 
Instructions: Sometimes at work the way we interact with our coworkers can affect our 
work experience significantly. This question is concerned with how you would respond 
to a situation in which many individuals might experience anger towards a coworker. 
Please read each scenario below and choose the correct answer. This question is actually 
concerned with whether you are taking this survey seriously. Please select enthusiastic in 
all three of the drop-down menus below. 
1. A coworker takes and eats your lunch from the community fridge in your workplace. 
2. A coworker changes his or her shift over to you without finishing the tasks he or she 
should have, leaving those extra tasks now for you to complete. 
3. A coworker claims credit for work on a project that you know you really deserved. 
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Appendix D 
Organization-Level Safety Climate Measure (Zohar & Luria, 2005) 
 
My management in this plant/company… 
1. Reacts quickly to solve the problem when I report safety hazards.*  
2. Insists on thorough and regular safety audits and inspections of my work.*  
3. Tries to continually improve safety levels in my department.  
4. Provides all the equipment I need to do the job safely.*  
5. Is strict about working safely even when my work falls behind schedule.  
6. Quickly corrects any safety hazards to me (even if it’s costly).*  
7. Provides detailed safety reports to me (e.g., injuries, near accidents).  
8. Considers or would consider my safety behavior when moving/promoting me.  
9. Requires my manager to help improve safety in my department. 
10. Invests a lot of time and money in safety training for me.*  
11. Uses any available information to improve existing safety rules for me.  
12. Listens carefully to my ideas about improving safety.  
13. Considers my safety when setting production speed and schedules.  
14. Provides me with a lot of information on safety issues. 
15. Regularly holds safety-awareness events for me to attend (e.g., presentations, 
ceremonies). 
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16. Gives the safety personnel responsible for me the power they need to do their job. 
*This item was removed from the measurement model. 
Note. Emphases added to highlight wording changes from original measure. 
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Appendix E 
Global Service Climate Scale (Schneider, White, & Paul, 1998) 
 
1. How would you rate your job knowledge and skills in your business to deliver 
superior quality work and service?* 
2. How would you rate efforts to measure and track the quality of your work and service 
in your business? 
3. How would you rate the recognition and rewards you receive for the delivery of 
superior work and service? 
4. How would you rate the overall quality of service provided by you?*  
5. How would you rate the leadership shown by management in your business in 
supporting your service quality effort?  
6. How would you rate the effectiveness of communications efforts to both you and to 
customers?  
7. How would you rate the tools, technology, and other resources provided to you to 
support the delivery of superior quality work and service? 
*This item was removed from the measurement model. 
Note. Emphases added to highlight wording changes from original measure. 
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Appendix F 
 
Job Diagnostic Survey (Sections 1 and 2; Hackman & Oldham, 1974) 
 
Section 1 
1. To what extent does your job require you to work closely with other people (either 
clients, or people in related jobs in your own organization)? 
2. How much autonomy is there in your job? That is, to what extent does your job 
permit you to decide on your own how to go about doing the work? 
3. To what extent does your job involve doing a “whole” and identifiable piece of work? 
That is, is the job a complete piece of work that has an obvious beginning and end?  
4. How much variety is there in your job? That is, to what extent does the job require 
you to do many different things at work, using a variety of your skills and talents? 
5. In general, how significant or important is your job? That is, are the results of your 
work likely to significantly affect the lives or well-being of other people? 
6. To what extent do managers or co-workers let you know how well you are doing on 
your job? 
7. To what extent does doing the job itself provide you with information about your 
work performance? That is, does the actual work itself provide clues about how well 
you are doing – aside from any “feedback” co-workers or supervisors may provide? 
Section 2 
1. My job requires me to use a number of complex or high-level skills. 
2. My job requires a lot of cooperative work with other people. 
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3. The job is arranged so that I do not have the chance to do an entire piece of work  
from beginning to end.  
4. Just doing the work required by my job provides many chances for me to figure out 
how well I am doing. 
5. My job is quite simple and repetitive. 
6. My job can be done adequately by a person working alone – without talking or 
checking with other people. 
7. My supervisors and co-workers on my job almost never give me any “feedback” about 
how well I am doing in my work. 
8. My job is one where a lot of other people can be affected by how well my work gets 
done. 
9. My job denies me any chance to use my personal initiative or judgment in carrying 
out the work. 
10. Supervisors often let me know how well they think I am performing the job. 
11. My job provides me the chance to completely finish the pieces of work I begin. 
12. My job itself provides very few clues about whether or not I am performing well. 
13. My job gives me considerable opportunity for independence and freedom in how I do 
the work. 
14. My job itself is not very significant or important in the broader scheme of things. 
(Emphases added to highlight wording changes from original measure.)  
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Social Desirability (Strahan & Gerbasi, 1972) 
 
1. I never hesitate to go out of my way to help someone in trouble. 
2. I have never intensely disliked anyone 
3. I sometimes feel resentful when I don't get my way. 
4. I like to gossip at times. 
5. There have been times when I felt like rebelling against people in authority even 
though I knew they were right. 
6. I can remember "playing sick" to get out of something. 
7. There have been occasions when I took advantage of someone. 
8. I'm always willing to admit it when I make a mistake. 
9. I always try to practice what I preach. 
10. I sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and forget. 
11. When I don't know something I don't at all mind admitting it. 
12. I am always courteous, even to people who are disagreeable. 
13. At times I have really insisted on having things my own way. 
14. There have been occasions when I felt like smashing things. 
15. I would never think of letting someone else be punished for my wrong doings. 
16. I never resent being asked to return a favor. 
17. I have never been irked when people expressed ideas very different from my own. 
18. There have been times when I was quite jealous of the good fortune of others. 
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19. I am sometimes irritated by people who ask favors of me. 
20. I have never deliberately said something that hurt someone's feelings.  
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Tables and Figures 
 
Table 1.1. 
 
Dimensions, Dimension Ends, Descriptions, and Workplace Examples of the Taxonomy of Situational Affordances 
 
Dimension & Key Question Dimension Ends Sample Experience of Dimension End at Work
a 
Change: Is this situation the same as it was?  Static “When we make our prep work, always the same process.” 
Dynamic “When a new customer arrives.” 
Ownership: Who’s in charge – me or someone 
else? 
Me “My station and the foods which I plate from it.” 
Someone 
Else 
“I have many managers who tell me what to do.” 
Valence: Is this something I want or do not want? Approach “When the customers are friendly and responsive.” 
Avoid “[W]hen we get in the weeds and we have to fight our way 
out of many tables ordering at once.” 
Timing: Should I observe or act? Wait “The few moments when I don't have a customer.” 
Act “[W]hen we are busy” 
Target: Is this about things or people (including 
myself)? 
Object “[W]hen filing files.” 
Person “[W]hen food runners or waiters need something through the 
window to be sold.” 
Privacy: Do I want to keep this for (or to) myself? Keep “If someone annoys me.” 
Share “When I share deals that are going on in the store with the 
customers and inform people of [company] policy.” 
Consideration: Do I need to consider others? Self “When I need a break from a dinner rush and take time for 
myself to take a small break outside.” 
Others “When a waiter/waitress needs someone on the fly.” 
aSample experiences are from participants’ responses in a pilot version of Study 1 to open-ended questions asking to “Name a 
time at work when [short description of dimension end] is important.  
88 
Table 2.1. 
 
Demographics of Samples in Study 1 and Study 2 
 
 
 Study 1 Study 2 Excluded from Study 2 
Characteristic M (SD) 
Age 19.20 (1.28) 31.22 (8.59) 33.42 (11.20) 
Hours worked per week 21.61 (11.94) 39.86 (8.39) 44.26 (9.17) 
Tenure (in months) 14.57 (15.02) 56.95 (50.92) 69.51 (52.85) 
Tenure (in years) 1.21 (1.25) 4.72 (4.24) 5.79 (4.40) 
    
Gender % (frequency) 
Male 27.19% (59) 60.65% (282) 72.10% (80) 
Female 72.81% (158) 38.92% (181) 27.90% (31) 
Not reported 0.00% (0) 1.51% (7) 0.00% (0) 
    
Ethnicity % (frequency) 
Caucasian 83.87% (182) 83.01% (386) 11.70% (13) 
African American 10.60% (23) 3.87% (18) 0.90% (1) 
Asian or Pacific Islander 1.38% (3) 6.02% (28) 82.90% (92) 
Hispanic 2.30% (5) 4.09% (19) 1.80% (2) 
Native American 0.46% (1) 0.00% (0) 2.70% (3) 
Other 1.38% (3) 3.01% (14) 0.00% (0) 
Not reported 0.00% (0) 1.08% (5) 0.00% (0) 
    
Industry % (frequency) 
Accommodation & tourism 1.38% (3) 1.08% (5) 0.90% (1) 
Architecture & engineering 1.84% (4) 2.37% (11) 9.00% (10) 
Arts & design 0.46% (1) 2.37% (11) 0.90% (1) 
Building & maintenance 0.00% (0) 2.37% (11) 0.90% (1) 
Business & financial 2.30% (5) 7.10% (33) 8.10% (9) 
Community & social services 5.07% (11) 2.58% (12) 0.00% (0) 
Education 7.83% (17) 9.68% (45) 8.10% (9) 
Entertainment & media 2.76% (6) 3.87% (18) 1.80% (2) 
Farming, fishing, & forestry 0.00% (0) 1.08% (5) 0.90% (1) 
Food preparation & service 25.35% (55) 3.66% (17) 5.40% (0) 
Healthcare 4.15% (9) 8.82% (41) 0.00% (6) 
Information technology 0.46% (1) 14.41% (67) 26.10% (29) 
Legal 1.38% (3) 2.80% (13) 1.80% (2) 
Management 0.00% (0) 0.65% (3) 5.40% (6) 
Manufacturing & production 0.46% (1) 4.95% (23) 17.10% (19) 
Office & administrative support 5.53% (12) 5.16% (24) 1.80% (2) 
Note. Table 2.1 is continued on p. 89.   
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  Study 1 Study 2 Excluded from Study 2 
Industry (cont.) % (frequency) 
Personal care & service 4.15% (9) 0.65% (3) 0.90% (1) 
Protective services 5.99% (13) 1.72% (8) 0.00% (0) 
Sales & retail 14.29% (31) 13.76% (64) 5.40% (6) 
Science 4.15% (9) 4.52% (21) 1.80% (2) 
Transport & moving 0.46% (1) 3.44% (16) 0.00% (0) 
Other 11.98% (26) 2.80% (13) 2.70% (3) 
Not reported 0.00% (0) 1.29% (6) 0.90% (1) 
    
SAWS Predictor M (SD) 
Change – Static 3.19 (0.68) 3.40 (1.39) n/a 
Change – Dynamic 3.02 (0.71) 4.19 (1.35) n/a 
Ownership – Me 2.38 (0.55) 3.49 (1.41) n/a 
Ownership – Someone Else 2.48 (0.66) 4.46 (1.35) n/a 
Valence – Approach 3.21 (0.91) 4.46 (1.38) n/a 
Valence – Avoid 2.11 (0.73) 2.97 (1.63) n/a 
Timing – Wait 1.95 (0.62) 2.51 (1.18) n/a 
Timing – Act 3.94 (0.71) 4.87 (1.20) n/a 
Target – Object 3.10 (0.63) 4.80 (1.30) n/a 
Target – Person n/a 4.44 (1.80) n/a 
Privacy – Keep 2.07 (0.73) 2.52 (1.40) n/a 
Privacy – Share 3.24 (0.88) 3.53 (1.25) n/a 
Consideration – Self 1.49 (0.49) 2.66 (1.10) n/a 
Consideration – Other 3.89 (0.59) 4.99 (1.37) n/a 
    
Specific climate M (SD) 
Safety climate n/a 3.17 (1.02) n/a 
Service climate n/a 3.71 (0.68) n/a 
    
Job characteristics M (SD) 
Skill variety n/a 4.68 (1.50) n/a 
Task identity n/a 4.97 (1.43) n/a 
Task significance n/a 4.99 (1.43) n/a 
Autonomy n/a 5.16 (1.35) n/a 
Feedback from the job n/a 5.03 (1.23) n/a 
Feedback from agents n/a 4.62 (1.57) n/a 
Dealing with others n/a 4.92 (1.42) n/a 
   
Other measures M (SD) 
Social desirability n/a 12.71 (2.07) n/a 
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Table 2.2. 
 
Preliminary Version of Situational Affordances at Work Scale (SAWS) from Study 1 
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Fluctuating a 
lot .540             
 
Varying .692              
Different 
conditions .631             
 
Things are 
different .522             
 
Not fluctuating  .703             
Same 
conditions  .651            
 
Staying the 
same  .575            
 
Unchanging  .751             
Me in charge   .845            
My control   .595            
My direction 
or influence   .609           
 
Me being 
powerful   .677           
 
Note. Table 2.2 continues on pp. 91-94. 
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What I want to 
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Pleasanta     n/a          
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with what I 
want to 
achieve   
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Not what I 
want to do      .837        
 
Something I 
dislike      .636        
 
Unattractive or 
unappealinga      n/a        
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At rest       .723        
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anything       .580       
 
Busy        .678       
Exerting 
myself        .566      
 
In action        .683       
Exerting effort        .779       
Interfacing 
with objects or 
things     
    .728     
 
Importance of 
equipment, 
tools, or other 
objects     
    .491     
 
Focus on task 
or objects         .575     
 
Dealing with 
objects         .779     
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thingsb      
    n/a    
 
Dealing with 
people more 
than thingsb      
    n/a    
 
Other people or 
another person 
is involvedb      
    n/a    
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people, not 
thingsb      
    n/a    
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something 
unknown      
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something           .721   
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secret      
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something 
known      
      .401  
 
Sharing 
something            .787  
 
Revealing 
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Divulging 
something            .347  
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Concerned with 
myself             .595  
Paying attention 
to only me             .628  
Concentrating 
on mec             .530  
Need to focus 
on myselfd             n/a  
Putting others 
first              .788 
Concern for 
other peoplee              .674 
Being mindful 
of others              .652 
Paying attention 
to others              .804 
aItems were retained to verify removal in follow-up studies.  
bItems were retained and revised to verify removal of both these items and Target – 
Person predictor.  
cItem was revised to assuage social desirability issues inherent in previous wording (No 
regard for other people).  
dItem was revised to distinguish from Valence – Avoid, with which it shared a strong 
error covariance in its previous wording (Hostile).  
eItem was revised for clarification (previous form: Concerned with others).
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Table 3.1. 
A Priori Hypotheses for Study 2 
 
  Specific Climate  
Dimension Dimension ends Safety Service 
Change Static + − 
 Dynamic − + 
Ownership Me + − 
 Someone Else − + 
Valence Approach − + 
 Avoid + − 
Timing Wait + − 
 Act − + 
Target Object −a − 
 Person +a + 
Privacy Keep − − 
 Share + + 
Consideration Self + − 
 Other − + 
aThe hypotheses for dimension Target on safety climate were specified as relatively weak 
hypotheses. 
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Table 3.2. 
 
Correlations between Predictors of SAWS – Study 1 
 
SAWS Predictor 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 14. 
1. Change – Static -              
2. Change – Dynamic -.629 -             
3. Ownership – Me .256 -.221 -            
4. Ownership – Someone Else -.035 .345 -.748 -           
5. Valence – Approach .486 -.481 .386 -.149 -          
6. Valence – Avoid -.384 .499 -.237 .224 -.887 -         
7. Timing – Wait .256 -.283 -.067 .060 .095 -.126 -        
8. Timing – Act -.142 .450 .151 -.023 -.111 .202 -.679 -       
9. Target – Object .077 .008 -.354 .359 .054 -.014 .348 -.246 -      
10. Target – Person n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a -     
11. Privacy – Keep .250 .088 -.048 .218 .200 .092 -.043 .155 .014 n/a -    
12. Privacy – Share .385 -.015 .297 .058 .454 -.337 .240 -.084 .118 n/a .128 -   
13. Consideration – Self .054 .297 .203 -.009 .005 .165 -.335 .430 -.030 n/a .345 .042 -  
14. Consideration – Other .015 -.149 .084 .057 -.001 -.094 .349 -.285 .048 n/a -.177 .153 -.650 - 
Note. Bold font is used to highlight pairs of dimension ends. No items to measure the predictor Target – Person (Predictor 10) 
were included. Average correlation between predictors: .188.  
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Table 3.3. 
Item Loadings and Average Variance Extracted (AVE) when Estimating Common Method Variance (CMV) 
    
Measurement 
model  
Measurement model with marker 
variable 
Measurement model with 
method factors 
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Change – 
Dynamic  
(α = .86) 
Fluctuating a lot .778 .541 .779 -.021 .541 .001 .761 -.225 .524 .020 
Varying .731 
 
.731 .051 
  
.716 -.127 
  Different conditions .723 
 
.723 .037 
  
.717 -.070 
  Things are different .708 
 
.707 .038 
  
.700 -.093 
  Change – 
Static 
(.84) 
Not fluctuating .746 .601 .745 -.018 .600 .000 .729 .188 .586 .030 
Same conditions .729 
 
.727 -.009 
  
.699 .221 
  Staying the same .778 
 
.778 .010 
  
.754 .191 
  Unchanging .843 
 
.844 .002 
  
.870 .011 
  Ownership – 
Me 
(.85) 
Me in charge .874 .680 .875 .038 .677 .004 .877 .076 .663 .035 
My control .770 
 
.765 .078 
  
.732 .235 
  My direction or influence .810 
 
.805 .089 
  
.771 .271 
  Me being powerful .842 
 
.841 .021 
  
.867 .076 
  Table 3.3 continues on pp. 98-100. 
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Measurement 
model  
Measurement model with marker 
variable 
Measurement model with 
method factors 
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Ownership - 
Someone Else 
(.75) 
Someone else in charge 1.079 .598 1.072 -.065 .592 .005 1.051 .135 .550 .005 
Stuff that is not mine .454 
 
.449 -.081 
  
.437 .008 
  Someone else's control .946 
 
.943 -.102 
  
.892 .054 
  Something belonging to 
someone else .354 
 
.358 -.024 
  
.331 .013 
  Valence – 
Approach 
(.86) 
What I want to do .869 .592 .851 .186 .551 .046 .841 .205 .545 .049 
Agreeable .652 
 
.613 .241 
  
.586 .318 
  Something I do want .861 
 
.839 .196 
  
.850 .136 
  Pleasant .668 
 
.632 .228 
  
.639 .181 
  Valence – 
Avoid 
(.91) 
Not in line with what I want 
to achieve .880 .704 .869 -.153 .671 .035 .871 -.113 .694 .009 
Not what I want to do .938 
 
.913 -.216 
  
.936 -.071 
  Something I dislike .813 
 
.786 -.210 
  
.801 -.132 
  Unattractive or unappealing .709 
 
.690 -.166 
  
.706 -.047 
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Measurement 
model  
Measurement model with marker 
variable 
Measurement model with 
method factors 
Factor Item Ite
m
 lo
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g 
Pr
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to
r A
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E 
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 p
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to
r A
V
E 
M
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r A
V
E 
Timing – Wait 
(.82) 
Idle .837 .580 .835 -.068 .574 .004 .828 .122 .576 .031 
Lesiurely .710 
 
.705 -.054 
  
.689 .276 
  At rest .751 
 
.748 -.011 
  
.745 .130 
  Not doing anything .742 
 
.736 -.098 
  
.766 -.128 
  Timing – Act 
(.79) 
Busy .760 .439 .753 .108 .434 .006 .766 .021 .434 .006 
Exerting myself .610 
 
.610 .051 
  
.602 .102 
  In action .597 
 
.596 .053 
  
.585 .102 
  Exerting effort .671 
 
.666 .083 
  
.668 .059 
  Target – 
Object 
(.78) 
Interfacing with objects or 
things .708 .528 .706 -.072 .527 .004 .672 .209 .489 .047 
Importance of equipment, 
tools, or other objects .704 
 
.708 .019 
  
.649 .285 
  Dealing with objects .766 
 
.763 -.074 
  
.770 .127 
  Target – 
Person 
(.91) 
About people instead of 
things .809 .778 .809 -.029 .776 .002 .808 -.063 .765 .014 
Dealing with people more 
than things .921 
 
.919 -.053 
  
.912 -.103 
  Mostly handling people, not 
things .912 
 
.911 -.049 
  
.901 -.169 
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Measurement 
model  
Measurement model with marker 
variable 
Measurement model with 
method factors 
Factor Item Ite
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 p
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 p
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 m
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Pr
ed
ic
to
r A
V
E 
M
ar
ke
r A
V
E 
Privacy – Keep 
(.85) 
Keeping something 
unknown .873 .591 .872 -.037 .589 .002 .854 -.162 .562 .033 
Hiding something .764 
 
.760 -.080 
  
.741 -.229 
  Keeping something secret .812 
 
.811 -.037 
  
.795 -.167 
  Not disclosing info .598 
 
.599 -.006 
  
.582 -.159 
  Privacy – 
Share 
(.74) 
Making something known .631 .427 .627 .072 .425 .003 .583 .252 .405 .024 
Sharing something .592 
 
.597 -.002 
  
.583 .131 
  Revealing something .645 
 
.640 .092 
  
.642 .100 
  Divulging something .738 
 
.735 -.005 
  
.726 .061 
  Consideration 
– Self 
(.80) 
Concerned with myself .605 .506 .603 .048 .504 .002 .552 .258 .473 .044 
Need to focus on myself .773 
 
.770 .071 
  
.763 .142 
  Paying attention to only me .644 
 
.640 .050 
  
.660 .018 
  Concentrating on me .803 
 
.806 .012 
  
.754 .296 
  Consideration 
– Others 
(.85) 
Putting others first .569 .537 .577 -.009 .537 .005 .617 .004 .529 .022 
Concern for other people .773 
 
.768 .101 
  
.745 .194 
  Being mindful of others .825 
 
.822 .104 
  
.810 .183 
  Paying attention to others .739 
 
.742 -.014 
  
.724 .129 
  AVE for all items  .576 .568 .009 .554 .026 
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Table 3.4. 
Correlations between Predictors and Average Variance Extracted (AVE) Within the Situational Affordances at Work Scale 
(SAWS)  
Predictor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
1. Change - Static .775               
2. Change - Dynamic -.751 .736              
3. Ownership - Me -.176 .293  .825             
4. Ownership – Someone 
Else .328  -.082 -.713 .773            
5. Valence - Approach -.327 .265  .561  -.661 .769           
6. Valence - Avoid .447  -.185 -.371 .687  -.887 .839          
7. Timing - Wait .562  -.364 -.080 .227  -.315 .405  .762         
8. Timing - Act -.380 .535  .174  .047  .287  -.190 -.700 .663        
9. Target - Object -.030 .188  .007  .210  -.092 .196  .000  .257  .727       
10. Target - Person -.068 .196  .088  .107  .068  -.001 .014  .115  -.422 .882      
11. Privacy - Keep .106  .143  .081  .195  -.099 .154  .231  -.058 -.062 .204  .769     
12. Privacy - Share -.140 .326  .450  -.170 .409  -.224 .044  .169  .013  .238  .207  .653    
13. Consideration - Self .187  .094  .556  -.231 .301  -.059 .196  .047  .167  -.146 .190  .397  .711   
14. Consideration - Other -.164 .310  .131  .131  .217  -.160 -.196 .417  .025  .680  .097  .279  -.177 .733  
Note. Correlations reported off diagonal. Square root of the AVE reported on the diagonal. The square root of this value is 
reported so that all values in the matrix are on the same scale and thus can be directly compared. Bold font is used to highlight 
pairs of SAWS dimension ends.
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Table 3.5. 
 
Effects of Estimating Common Method Variance (CMV) on Model Fit 
 
Model 
Marker 
Variable 
or Method 
Factor(s)? 
# of 
Method 
Factors 
CMV 
Estimated 
in Model Fit ΔS-B χ2 p ΔCFI 
R2 for 
Safety 
Climate 
R2 for 
Service 
Climate 
Baseline n/a n/a n/a 
Satorra-Bentler χ2(3743) = 5568.44, 
p < .001, CFI = .917, RMSEA = 
.032, 90% CI[.031, .034] n/a 
 
n/a .333 .654 
          
Model 
Marker 
Variable 
or Method 
Factor(s)? 
# of 
Method 
Factors 
CMV 
Estimated 
in Model Fit ΔS-B χ2 p ΔCFI 
R2 for 
Safety 
Climate 
R2 for 
Service 
Climate 
1. 
Marker 
variable n/a IVs only 
Satorra-Bentler χ2(3741) = 6300.27, 
p < .001, CFI = .917, RMSEA = 
.033, 90% CI[.031, .034] n/a n/a < .001 .535 1.000 
2. 
Marker 
variable n/a IVs and DVs 
Satorra-Bentler χ2(3743) = 6281.46, 
p < .001, CFI = .917, RMSEA = 
.032, 90% CI[.031, .034] n/a n/a < .001 .286 .580 
3. 
Method 
factor 1 IVs only 
Satorra-Bentler χ2(3689) = 6089.07, 
p < .001, CFI = .922, RMSEA = 
.032, 90% CI[.030, .033] 
153.75 
(54 df) < .001 .005 .540 .937 
4. 
Method 
factor 1 IVs and DVs 
Satorra-Bentler χ2(3673) = 5984.62, 
p < .001, CFI = .925, RMSEA = 
.031, 90% CI[.029, .033] 
227.81 
(70 df) < .001 .008 .411 .613 
5. 
Method 
factor 2 IVs and DVs 
Satorra-Bentler χ2(3673) = 5900.95, 
p < .001, CFI = .928, RMSEA = 
..030, 90% CI[.029, .032] 
270.05 
(70 df) < .001 .011 .568 .924 
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Table 3.6.  
Correlations between SAWS Predictors in Measurement Model, with and without Marker Variable Estimated 
Predictor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
1. Change - Static 
--- 
        
     
 
        
     
2. Change - 
Dynamic 
-.766 --- 
       
     
(-.763)  
       
     
3. Ownership - 
Me 
-.179 .291 --- 
      
     
(-.181) (.290)  
      
     
4. Ownership – 
Someone Else 
.330 -.086 -.719 --- 
     
     
(.335) (-.086) (-.722)  
     
     
5. Valence - 
Approach 
-.322 .276 .573 -.669 --- 
    
     
(-.333) (.277) (.574) (-.662)  
    
     
6. Valence - 
Avoid 
.456 -.179 -.371 .699 -.907 --- 
   
     
(.466) (-.181) (-.365) (.695) (-.901)  
   
     
7. Timing - Wait .567 -.362 -.079 .230 -.320 .406 
--- 
  
     
(.570) (-.362) (-.073) (.222) (-.307) (.396)  
  
     
8. Timing - Act -.377 .548 .179 .047 .280 -.197 -.706 
--- 
 
     
(-.380) (.550) (.174) (.066) (.261) (-.179) (-.705)  
 
     
9. Target - Object -.031 .187 .006 .209 -.090 .196 .000 .260 
---      
(-.032) (.188) (.011) (.200) (-.078) (.188) (-.006) (.269)       
Note. Table 3.6 continues on p. 104. 
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Predictor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
10. Target - 
Person 
-.070 .195 .087 .106 .070 .000 .015 .117 -.423 --- 
    (-.070) (.197) (.092) (.097) (.087) (-.014) (.009) (.126) (-.428)  
    
11. Privacy - Keep .107 .145 .082 .198 -.103 .154 .232 -.059 -.061 .205 
--- 
   (.107) (.146) (.086) (.193) (-.093) (.146) (.228) (-.054) (-.065) (.202)  
   12. Privacy - 
Share 
-.142 .324 .449 -.171 .411 -.220 .047 .172 .013 .237 .207 --- 
  (-.142) (.323) (.445) (-.164) (.405) (-.211) (.054) (.165) (.018) (.242) (.211)  
  13. Consideration 
- Self 
.190 .097 .559 -.232 .300 -.060 .196 .045 .168 -.146 .190 .398 --- 
 (.189) (.096) (.558) (-.226) (.294) (-.049) (.203) (.038) (.174) (-.142) (.194) (.395)  
 14. Consideration 
- Other 
-.161 .316 .134 .131 .214 -.166 -.198 .416 .026 .682 .096 .281 -.178 --- 
(-.161) (.315) (.129) (.143) (.202) (-.156) (-.193) (.412) (.029) (.690) (.101) (.276) (-.184)  
Note. Correlations when CMV (i.e., marker variable predicting items for SAWS and items for both specific climates) is 
estimated are reported in parentheses. Bold font is used to highlight pairs of SAWS dimension ends. 
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Table 3.7.  
Correlations between SAWS Predictors in Complete Measurement Model, with and without Method Factors Estimated 
Predictor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
1. Change - Static 
--- 
        
     
 
        
     
2. Change - 
Dynamic 
-.766 --- 
       
     
(-.738)  
       
     
3. Ownership - 
Me 
-.179 .291 --- 
      
     
(-.224) (.362)  
      
     
4. Ownership – 
Someone Else 
.330 -.086 -.719 --- 
     
     
(.317) (-.076) (-.732)  
     
     
5. Valence - 
Approach 
-.322 .276 .573 -.669 --- 
    
     
(-.414) (.383) (.533) (-.647)  
    
     
6. Valence - 
Avoid 
.456 -.179 -.371 .699 -.907 --- 
   
     
(.496) (-.241) (-.347) (.645) (-.891)  
   
     
7. Timing - Wait .567 -.362 -.079 .230 -.320 .406 
--- 
  
     
(.552) (-.344) (-.110) (.203) (-.381) (.435)  
  
     
8. Timing - Act -.377 .548 .179 .047 .280 -.197 -.706 
--- 
 
     
(-.401) (.576) (.158) (.069) (.278) (-.179) (-.718)  
 
     
9. Target - Object -.031 .187 .006 .209 -.090 .196 .000 .260 
---      
(-.069) (.264) (-.057) (.225) (-.200) (.267) (-.031) (.239)       
Note. Table 3.7 continues on p. 106. 
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Predictor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
10. Target - 
Person 
-.070 .195 .087 .106 .070 .000 .015 .117 -.423 --- 
    (-.033) (.156) (.133) (.112) (.145) (-.038) (.038) (.134) (-.392)  
    
11. Privacy - Keep .107 .145 .082 .198 -.103 .154 .232 -.059 -.061 .205 
--- 
   (.158) (.084) (.144) (.191) (-.014) (.111) (.279) (-.037) (-.006) (.162)  
   12. Privacy - 
Share 
-.142 .324 .449 -.171 .411 -.220 .047 .172 .013 .237 .207 --- 
  (-.178) (.401) (.413) (-.149) (.354) (-.181) (.025) (.154) (-.050) (.292) (.287)  
  13. Consideration 
- Self 
.190 .097 .559 -.232 .300 -.060 .196 .045 .168 -.146 .190 .398 --- 
 (.143) (.183) (.521) (-.242) (.218) (-.002) (.169) (.022) (.088) (-.093) (.297) (.350)  
 14. Consideration 
- Other 
-.161 .316 .134 .131 .214 -.166 -.198 .416 .026 .682 .096 .281 -.178 --- 
(-.195) (.376) (.087) (.158) (.159) (-.123) (-.223) (.401) (-.026) (.756) (.164) (.244) (-.263)  
Note. Correlations when CMV (i.e., one method factor predicting items for SAWS and a second method factor predicting items 
for both specific climates) is estimated are reported in parentheses. Bold font is used to highlight pairs of SAWS dimension 
ends. 
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Table 3.8.  
Correlations between Predictors and Average Variance Extracted (AVE) for the Situational Affordances at Work Scale 
(SAWS) and Specific Climates of Safety and Service  
Predictor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 
1. Change - Static .775         
       
(.770) 
        
       
2. Change - 
Dynamic 
-.751 .736 
       
       
(-.743) (.724) 
       
       
3. Ownership - 
Me 
-.176 .293 .825 
      
       
(-.205) (.337) (.820) 
      
       
4. Ownership – 
Someone Else 
.328 -.082 -.713 .773 
     
       
(.314) (-.077) (-.726) (.731) 
     
       
5. Valence - 
Approach 
-.327 .265 .561 -.661 .769 
    
       
(-.381) (.341) (.534) (-.638) (.736) 
    
       
6. Valence - 
Avoid 
.447 -.185 -.371 .687 -.887 .839 
   
       
(.484) (-.231) (-.343) (.646) (-.881) (.829) 
   
       
7. Timing - Wait .562 -.364 -.080 .227 -.315 .405 .762   
       
(.559) (-.361) (-.086) (.201) (-.338) (.417) (.762) 
  
       
8. Timing - Act -.380 .535 .174 .047 .287 -.190 -.700 .663  
       
(-.400) (.575) (.148) (.070) (.260) (-.164) (-.712) (.657) 
 
       
9. Target - Object -.030 .188 .007 .210 -.092 .196 .000 .257 .727        
(-.049) (.235) (-.048) (.226) (-.185) (.270) (-.005) (.228) (.701)        
Note. Table 3.8 continues on p. 108. 
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Predictor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 
10. Target - 
Person 
-.068 .196 .088 .107 .068 -.001 .014 .115 -.422 .882 
      (-.049) (.172) (.125) (.109) (.130) (-.039) (.018) (.142) (-.397) (.872) 
      
11. Privacy - Keep .106 .143 .081 .195 -.099 .154 .231 -.058 -.062 .204 .769      (.136) (.105) (.140) (.186) (-.021) (.103) (.249) (-.019) (.001) (.169) (.740) 
     12. Privacy - 
Share 
-.140 .326 .450 -.170 .409 -.224 .044 .169 .013 .238 .207 .653 
    (-.161) (.378) (.415) (-.148) (.357) (-.176) (.048) (.140) (-.043) (.285) (.287) (.637) 
    13. Consideration 
- Self 
.187 .094 .556 -.231 .301 -.059 .196 .047 .167 -.146 .190 .397 .711 
   (.167) (.144) (.524) (-.238) (.232) (.003) (.202) (.003) (.101) (-.106) (.283) (.352) (.688) 
   14. Consideration 
- Other 
-.164 .310 .131 .131 .217 -.160 -.196 .417 .025 .680 .097 .279 -.177 .733 
  (-.174) (.342) (.097) (.156) (.175) (-.124) (-.198) (.393) (-.010) (.734) (.151) (.251) (-.240) (.736) 
  
15. Safety Climate -.082 .085 .151 -.117 .376 -.322 -.105 .140 .093 .083 -.052 .117 .120 .224 .798  (-.091) (.056) (.175) (-.126) (.415) (-.343) (-.086) (.096) (.106) (.081) (-.071) (.075) (.104) (.234) (.734) 
 16. Service 
Climate 
-.222 .156 .365 -.396 .644 -.620 -.217 .218 .016 .032 -.042 .267 .248 .250 .652 .668 
(-.241) (.175) (.355) (-.372) (.647) (-.616) (-.225) (.206) (-.018) (.046) (-.021) (.248) (.229) (.232) (.692) (.667) 
Note. Correlations reported off diagonal. Square root of the AVE reported on the diagonal. The square root of this value is 
reported so that all values in the matrix are on the same scale and thus can be directly compared. The same values when CMV 
is estimated (i.e., model with two method factors) are reported in parentheses. Bold font is used to highlight pairs of SAWS 
dimension ends. 
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Table 3.9. 
R2 of SAWS in Predicting Specific Climates 
 R2 (ΔR2) 
Predictors Safety Climate Service Climate 
Step 1: Hypothesized Positive Predictors .133*** (.133***) .469*** (.469***) 
Step 2: All Predictors .333*** (.200***) .654*** (.185***) 
   
Predictors Safety Climate Service Climate 
Step 1: Hypothesized Negative Predictors .188*** (.188***) .481*** (.481***) 
Step 2: All Predictors .333*** (.145***) .654*** (.173***) 
***p < .001.
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Table 3.10. 
 
Comparisons of Pairs of SAWS Predictors in Predicting Specific Climates !
 Model 
 Baseline  With marker variable   With method factors 
SAWS Predictor 
Safety 
Climate 
Service 
Climate 
Robust 
Δχ2(1) 
 Safety 
Climate 
Service 
Climate 
Robust 
Δχ2(1) 
 Safety 
Climate 
Service 
Climate 
Robust 
Δχ2(1) 
Change - Static -.082 -.222 3.62†  -.083 -.228 6.19*  -.091 -.241 2.08 
Change - Dynamic .085 .156 0.47  .083 .155 0.46  .056 .175 2.05 
Ownership - Me .151 .365 5.92*  .142 .359 7.52**  .175 .355 5.75* 
Ownership - Someone Else -.117 -.396 5.23*  -.099 -.378 5.24*  -.126 -.372 6.02* 
Valence - Approach .376 .644 8.00**  .352 .623 7.45**  .415 .647 5.96* 
Valence - Avoid -.322 -.620 6.65**  -.299 -.601 6.67**  -.343 -.616 6.79** 
Timing - Wait -.105 -.217 2.72†  -.091 -.200 5.03*  -.086 -.225 2.22 
Timing - Act .140 .218 0.50  .126 .198 0.46  .096 .206 0.80 
Target - Object .093 .016 2.33  .103 .031 3.69†  .106 -.018 4.66* 
Target - Person .083 .032 1.03  .094 .046 0.88  .081 .046 0.51 
Privacy - Keep -.052 -.042 0.27  -.044 -.031 0.13  -.071 -.021 3.86* 
Privacy - Share .117 .267 5.60*  .107 .257 2.30  .075 .248 3.60† 
Consideration - Self .120 .248 6.32*  .112 .239 1.97  .104 .229 3.95* 
Consideration - Other .224 .250 0.10  .217 .240 0.04  .234 .232 0.07 
*p < .05, **p < .01, †p < .10. 
Note. Correlation coefficients are reported here, instead of path estimates from the structural model, due to the presence of net 
suppression among the predictors of SAWS in predicting specific climates.
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Table 3.11. 
Correlations between the Situational Affordances at Work Scale (SAWS) Predictors and Job Characteristics 
 Job Characteristic 
SAWS Predictor 
Dealing with 
Others Autonomy 
Task 
Identity Skill Variety 
Task 
Significance 
Feedback 
from Agents 
Feedback 
from Job 
Change - Static -.347*** -.273*** -.159** -.667*** -.396*** -.266*** -.212*** 
Change - Dynamic .340*** .178** .035 .611*** .333*** .229*** .242*** 
Ownership - Me .031 .485*** .178** .406*** .377*** .197*** .309*** 
Ownership - Someone Else .151* -.541*** -.299*** -.447*** -.329*** -.208*** -.314*** 
Valence - Approach .091 .516*** .376*** .663*** .507*** .447*** .482*** 
Valence - Avoid -.130* -.477*** -.402*** -.622*** -.474*** -.420*** -.433*** 
Timing - Wait -.263* -.050*** -.215*** -.446*** -.312*** -.213*** -.308*** 
Timing - Act .417*** -.017 .112*** .362*** .308*** .294*** .305*** 
Target - Object -.070*** -.074 .091† -.055*** -.088*** .075*** .103*** 
Target - Person .467 -.064 -.172 .078 .250 .039 -.031 
Privacy - Keep .068*** -.104 -.134** .000 .142*** -.008 -.103 
Privacy - Share .206 .234† .097* .419 .374** .151 .150† 
Consideration - Self -.165*** .186*** .082 .112*** .037*** .116** .058* 
Consideration - Other .611** -.004*** -.043 .209* .363 .263* .198 
*p < .05, **p < .05, ***p < .001, †p < .10.
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Table 3.12. 
Correlations between Predictors and Average Variance Extracted (AVE) for the Situational Affordances at Work Scale 
(SAWS) and Job Characteristics 
Predictor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 
1. Change - Static .775                      
2. Change - 
Dynamic -.751 .735                     
3. Ownership - 
Me -.176 .293  .825                    
4. Ownership – 
Someone Else .328  -.082 -.713 .773                   
5. Valence - 
Approach -.327 .265  .561  -.661 .769                  
6. Valence - 
Avoid .447  -.185 -.371 .687  -.887 .839                 
7. Timing - Wait .562  -.364 -.080 .227  -.315 .405  .761                
8. Timing - Act -.380 .535  .174  .047  .287  -.190 -.700 .663               
9. Target - Object -.030 .188  .007  .210  -.092 .196  .000  .257  .727              
10. Target - 
Person -.068 .196  .088  .107  .068  -.001 .014  .115  -.422 .882             
Note. Table 3.12 continues on p. 113. 
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Predictor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 
11. Privacy - 
Keep .106  .143  .081  .195  -.099 .154  .231  -.058 -.062 .204  .768            
12. Privacy - 
Share -.140 .326  .450  -.170 .409  -.224 .044  .169  .013  .238  .207  .654           
13. Consideration 
- Self .187  .094  .556  -.231 .301  -.059 .196  .047  .167  -.146 .190  .397  .711          
14. Consideration 
- Other -.164 .310  .131  .131  .217  -.160 -.196 .417  .025  .680  .097  .279  -.177 .733         
15. Dealing with 
Others -.347 .340  .031  .151  .091  -.130 -.263 .417  -.070 .467  .068  .206  -.165 .611  .694        
16. Autonomy -.273 .178  .485  -.541 .516  -.477 -.050 -.017 -.074 -.064 -.104 .234  .186  -.004 -.111 .771       
17. Task Identity -.159 .035  .178  -.299 .376  -.402 -.215 .112  .091  -.172 -.134 .097  .082  -.043 -.079 .302  .719      
18. Skill Variety -.667 .611  .406  -.447 .663  -.622 -.446 .362  -.055 .078  .000  .419  .112  .209  .396  .455  .298  .735     
19. Task 
Significance -.396 .333  .377  -.329 .507  -.474 -.312 .308  -.088 .250  .142  .374  .037  .363  .389  .294  .254  .677  .748    
20. Feedback 
from Agents -.266 .229  .197  -.208 .447  -.420 -.213 .294  .075  .039  -.008 .151  .116  .263  .256  .205  .129  .335  .295  .848   
21. Feedback 
from Job -.212 .242  .309  -.314 .482  -.433 -.308 .305  .103  -.031 -.103 .150  .058  .198  .123  .376  .345  .470  .346  .486  .679  
Note. Correlations reported off diagonal. Square root of the AVE reported on the diagonal. The square root of this value is 
reported so that all values in the matrix are on the same scale and thus can be directly compared. Bold font is used to highlight 
pairs of SAWS dimension ends. 
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Figure 2.1. Hypothesized measurement model for SAWS. 
Note. Figure 1 is continued on p. 115. Graphical representations of covariances estimated 
across all predictors are omitted for clarity. Additionally, the first four items – instead of 
the full bank of ten – for each predictor are represented to maintain simplicity in the 
figure. 
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Figure 1 (cont.) 
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Figure 3.1. Hypothesized structural model for Study 2. 
Note. Graphical representations of observed variables and covariances estimated across 
all predictors are omitted for clarity.  
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FOOTNOTES 
 
1 Though the dimension ends have been supported as mutually exclusive in specific 
situations (e.g., Brawley & Pury, 2013; Pury et al., 2014), the dimension ends are not 
predicted to be mutually exclusive in the present study, as it involves the holistic 
description of work environments rather than a single situation at work. In many cases, 
work environments may be described as “high” or “low” on both ends of a given 
dimension, as employees may experience situations described by both of the dimension 
ends across time at work. For example, the job demand-control model (Karasek, 1979) 
holds that demands – a likely proxy for Ownership being held by Someone Else – and 
control – a likely proxy for Me having Ownership – can be simultaneously high. When a 
work environment is measured by its demands and the control granted to an employee, 
the overall dimension of Ownership may be a useful measurement, but will not 
necessarily load exclusively on one of the two dimension ends. This and other models of 
workplace behavior demonstrate that the dimension ends are not necessarily exclusive 
when describing an environment. Additionally, the nature of many jobs includes variety 
across dimensions over time. For example, jobs where performance is critical but 
intermittent, such as firefighting or plant operation, work may shift significantly from 
Static and Wait in downtime to Dynamic and Act when there is a need to perform. In 
these jobs, specific situations may strongly load on one dimension end or the other 
exclusively, but a general description of the work environment will likely load to some 
degree on both dimension ends of a given dimension. Though in other circumstances – 
perhaps if the study were of particular points in time throughout the workday or other 
118 
discrete events occurring in the workplace – the dimension ends may be mutually 
exclusive, they are not expected to be so in this study of work environments.  
2 Robust maximum likelihood estimations of fit throughout this thesis were selected to 
report based on a normalized estimate of kurtosis that was sufficiently high (21.75, or 
≥10; Byrne, 2006; Kline, 2011) to do so. 
3 Residences in other countries were also reported, but these subgroup sample sizes were 
not sufficiently large for analyses.  
4 The ΔCFI test is reported in addition for the more traditional Δχ2 test to compare models 
throughout this thesis, as the ΔCFI test has been supported as independent of sample size 
and model complexity (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002), both of potential concern in the 
present study. 
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